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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to determine the perceived value of
principal transfer by examining and describing superintendent and
principal perceptions of school division transfer processes and of
anticipated and actual succession effects.

Five superintendents and ten

principals— the superintendent, one elementary principal, and one
secondary principal from each of five of the ten metropolitan school
divisions located in Winnipeg, Manitoba— were interviewed by the
researcher.

The superintendents described one of two general types of

transfer used in moving principals— a long-term career/organizational
development process and a short-term vacancy chain process.

The

principals reacted to these descriptions and gave their perceptions of
the anticipated and actual effects.

The responses of superintendents

were compared with the responses of their principals in order to
determine the amount of agreement that existed in their descriptions of
transfer processes and the anticipated and actual effects of these
transfers.
There was evidence of more agreement between superintendents and
principals who were involved in the long-term career/organizational
development process.

There was general agreement that the principal

transfers had been successful and that the optimum tenure for principals
ordinarily should be seven or eight years.

Agreements between the

principals and their superintendents on the anticipated effects of the
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transfers ranged from moderate to very high.

Both groups anticipated

that positive effects would occur in the majority of anticipated effect
areas.

Agreements between the principals and their superintendents on

the actual effects of the transfers ranged from low to high.

Low

agreements were reported for the actual effects on teacher job
satisfaction and community relations.

Moderate agreements were reported

for the actual effects on principal personal and professional growth,
student learning, and division principals (group morale, collegiality,
and/or openness to increased mobility).

High agreement was reported for

the actual effects on principal job satisfaction.
This study has lent empirical support to the common sense notion
that principal transfer can rejuvenate principals and/or renew the
schools.

However, consultation between principals and superintendents

was a very important step in facilitating the transfer process and
appeared to be essential for achieving the anticipated positive transfer
effects.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Transferring principals within the same school division or
district causes a certain amount of disruption; however, even with this
instability, a common sense belief prevails that principal transfer is
a positive process.

Miskel and Cosgrove (1985) recognized this

dichotomy as they reported the effects that can result from a change in
principals.
In schools, the replacement of principals . . . is a disruptive
event because it changes the lines of communication, realigns
relationships of power, affects decisionmaking, and generally
disturbs the equilibrium of normal activities. Conventional
wisdom holds that changing administrators will improve school
performance (p. 88).
The potential changes or effects that can result from principals
being transferred provide the rationale for moving principals when the
organization has the opportunity to do so.

The movement of school

leaders may have been precipitated by environmental factors such as
principal retirement, illness, or death.

On the other hand, the

transfer process may have been initiated by the organization as a way
to increase administrator mobility (Miskel and Cosgrove 1985) .

The

systematic rotational transfer of principals is one such example
(Aquila 1988; Ogawa and Smith 1985).

For whatever the reason, a career

move to another principalship is a significant event in the life of a
principal and for the receiving school.
1
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The impact associated with a change in the principalship is
reflected in the wide-ranging effects it can have on various
participants in the school system.

The expectations of school boards

and superintendents may dictate the extent to which principal transfer
affects the principals, the schools, and the divisions.

In addition,

principal transfer effects are shaped by the expectations of teachers
and by the leadership behavior of the incoming principals.
The literature on organizational succession suggests that a
change in leaders may result in one of three types of possible
outcomes:

little or no effect (Gamson and Scotch 1964; Lieberson and

O'Connor 1972), a negative effect (Gouldner 1954; Grusky 1960, 1963),
or a positive effect (Guest 1962; Pfeffer 1977) .

Any combination of

these three effects may have produced individual cases where the
effects were mixed.
In addition to the variety of succession effects, principal
transfer can be confusing because of the perceived differences between
the transfer effects that are anticipated and those that actually
occur.

Either the central office administrators, the school board, the

principals, the teachers, the students, or the community may be
disappointed to realize that the process of principal transfer did not
confirm their initial expectations.
The overall effects of principal transfer appear to be poorly
understood.

This introductory chapter develops the need for and

purpose of a study that may improve our understanding of the process
and effects of principal transfer.

3

Need for the Study
The effects of principal transfer can be attributed to a
phenomenon known as leadership succession.

Grusky (1960), one of the

earliest writers on the topic of succession, defined it as the
replacement of key officials in an organization.

Leadership succession

has been described further as the planned or unplanned change of the
formal leader of a group or organization (Gordon and Rosen 1981) .
The importance of studying a change in leadership has been in
evidence for some time.

A substantial body of literature on the

general topic of leadership succession has been developed over the last
three decades (Gordon and Rosen 1981; Miskel and Cosgrove 1985) .
Miklos (1988), in his review of succession research in educational
administration, noted the significance of studying succession events.

An assumption underlying the research on administrative
succession is that a change of administrators is a significant
event in the history of an organization. Furthermore, the
characteristics of the successor and the conditions under
which succession occurs are significant in determining the
impact of the event (p. 63).
Research on leadership succession has pointed out important
differences between "insiders" and "outsiders" for both superintendent
(Carlson 1961) and principal succession (Hoy and Aho 1973; Hoy and Ganz
1977); therefore, one might expect "insider" transferred principals to
display certain characteristics that result in predictable effects.

A

search for these homogeneous patterns can lead to a better
understanding of the reasons why principals are transferred.
The National School Boards Association (1978) reported that
school districts transfer principals for one of two major reasons: poor
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performance and to get stagnating performers out of a rut.

This

rationale for transferring principals could be rephrased as follows:
1) to provide for a better match between a principal's strengths and
the needs of individual schools; and 2) to provide more challenge to
principals who have had a lengthy tenure in a particular location.
This is a clear message that school division administrators expect
positive changes to happen as a result of moving their principals
around.
Expecting positive effects as a result of transferring middle
managers is not unique to the educational environment.

Succession

literature and research in the human resources/personnel field has
responded to the burgeoning corporate interest in succession planning;
publications in this area have increased dramatically over the past
decade (Friedman 1986a). Miskel and Cosgrove (1985) have demonstrated
that findings from this organization/management research can be used to
design studies that examine succession in educational institutions.
Research on changing leaders in educational organizations has not
been nearly as prolific as in other fields and, as such, has not
provided much evidence for succession effects here.

Cosgrove (1986),

in referring to the educational situation, declared that "succession is
an event about which very little is known, that occurs with high
frequency, and that is based on common wisdom rather than empirical
evidence" (p. 6).

The important process of transferring principals

requires data that will either question or lend support to the common
sense belief that school divisions can rejuvenate their principals
and/or renew their schools through this process.

5

The common occurrence of principal succession is reflected in the
demographics for the position of principal in the United States and
Canada.

Baltzell and Dentler (1983) reported that over the next two

decades half of all American principals will retire and be replaced.
This will provide many opportunities for beginning administrators and
new challenges for principals who are ready to be moved.

In his

national study of the elementary school principalship, Doud (1989)
confirmed this prediction as he found that by the year 1998, the
turnover in principals may be expected to have reached fifty-six
percent.

Canada's experience with principal turnover and principal

transfer is similar to the American situation.

Watts (1986) reported

that lateral principal transfer is the most common form of movement
used in Canadian school systems for the purpose of administrative
career development.
In contrast to the situation in educational organizations, career
development has received more attention in fields such as industry and
business.

While keeping in mind that corporations differ from

educational organizations in their underlying purpose, educational
writers like Aquila (1988) argue that education should adopt the common
management practice of systematically rotating middle managers.

There

is some evidence that this specific transfer process has existed in a
few school divisions for some time (NSBA 1978) and that superintendents
in larger metropolitan centers have been finding transfer more
attractive as a means to induce movement into a relatively stable
career role— the public school principalship (Aquila 1988).
The underlying rationale for administrative transfer in general
or for the more specific forms of principal movement may dictate the
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type and degree of change that can be expected.

Forced versus unforced

succession or transfer is one example of how participants might be
expected to react differently given the dichotomy in rationale (Fauske
and Ogawa 1987) .

In writing on succession in organizations, Gephart

(1978) stated that the organization's members would differentiate types
of succession in reference to five causes of predecessor departure:

1)

death, 2) retirement, 3) forced removal, 4) voluntary resignation, or
5) promotion, transfer, or advancement.

Gephart reported that each

type of succession was unique in its aspects and effects and he
suggested a specific task for research into succession.

"One direction

for research is to fill these categories in with empirical examples
describing how each type of succession gets done and what it means to
members" (p. 559).

Different versions of principal transfer may

produce differential effects; however, the basic process remains an
accepted fact-of-life in many metropolitan school divisions.
The relatively common occurrence of principal transfer does not
make this complex process any easier to understand by the key players
involved— the superintendents and principals.

For cases other than the

removal of a poor performer, superintendents often have very tentative
rationales on which to base their decisions to transfer principals.
Principals can be kept "in the dark" as a result of the superintendent
being unable or unwilling to communicate a defensible reason for the
transfer.

In some school divisions,

principal transfer

takes on avery

mysterious connotation as principals

anxiously wait for

the "annual

shuffle" to be announced (Crowson and Morris 1985) .
participants at the division and at the school
examined and described in a study of

Perceptions of

levels need to be

principal transfer

if a more
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accurate picture of the transfer processes and effects are to be gained
(Reynolds and Reynolds 1967).

The need for empirical data to support

the common sense notion of individual rejuvenation and/or school
renewal is crucial to improving upon the present lack of knowledge in
this area.

Purpose and Research Questions
The transfer of school principals, a form of leadership
succession, is a relatively common and accepted practice in large
metropolitan school divisions.

Even with the high frequency of

transfer, very little is known about succession effects on the
transferred principal, the school, and the division as a whole.

This

situation exists because of the lack of research evidence to support
the common sense belief that principal transfer will lead to individual
rejuvenation and/or school renewal.

The movement of school leaders

accounts for varying degrees of disruption in existing operations;
however, positive change appears to be anticipated by almost everyone
involved.

Utilizing this theory base for transferring principals, the

researcher developed this study to determine the value of principal
transfer in five metropolitan school divisions by examining and
describing superintendent and principal perceptions of divisional
transfer processes and their perceptions of anticipated and actual
succession effects.
The general research question to be answered was:

To what extent

do transferred principals and their superintendents agree on the
transfer processes and the anticipated and actual effects of principal
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transfer?
1.

The specific research questions to be answered were:

To what extent do transferred principals agree with their
superintendent as to the procedures used in the principal transfer
process?

2.

To what extent do transferred principals agree with their
superintendent's perceptions of anticipated transfer effects?

3.

To what extent do transferred principals agree with their
superintendent's perceptions of actual transfer effects?

Delimitations
This study was limited to five of the ten metropolitan school
divisions in Winnipeg, Manitoba.

Each of the five participating

superintendents consented to participate in an individual interview
and, at that time, each produced a list of division principals who
would qualify for possible participation in this study.

All of the

principal candidates had been transferred to other schools within their
divisions between two and seven years ago.

Only two principals— one

elementary and one secondary— were selected from each of the five
divisions.

Caution must be taken in generalizing the responses of the

fifteen subjects— five superintendents, five elementary principals, and
five secondary principals— to the population as a whole.
This study focused on the perceptions of the superintendents and
principals as they described their experiences and beliefs; specific
information was not verified by any means other than comparisons
between the responses of the division superintendents and the
principals.

The responses from superintendents and principals were

open-ended for the most part; therefore, some comparisons were tenuous.
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Principals who are transferred to schools with larger student
populations, to "higher" grade levels, or to principalships that pay a
greater salary might perceive transfer effects differently than those
principals who receive lateral transfers or demotions to a smaller
school.

In order to obtain a large enough sample for this study, the

researcher was forced to select from all principals transferred from
one school to another regardless of school size, grade level, or salary
change.

Also, the literature has shown that perceptions of people may

change after a period of time; therefore, the responses of the
transferred principals may have been influenced by the amount of time
that had passed since their transfers.

Results of this research study

may have been affected by these variables.

A description of the

principals used in this study, including the degree of salary change in
moving to their present positions, is presented in the profile of
respondents in chapter 4.

Definition of Terms
Several terms were defined for purposes of this study.
Elementary principal:

the principal of a kindergarten to grade

six school in a metropolitan school division.
Principal transfer:

the procedure of moving a principal from one

school to another within the same division.

The position change may

have been to a different grade level organization (elementary or
secondary) and usually there would have been a difference in the size
of the school's student population.
School division or district:

interchangeable terms used to

describe the similar Canadian (division) and American (district)
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concept of a geographic area within a province or state governed by a
school board.
Secondary principal:

the principal of a metropolitan school

containing at least three of the secondary grades from seven to twelve.
For the purposes of this study, schools containing both elementary and
secondary grades had a secondary principal designated as their leader.
Succession effects:

changes that may happen to the principal,

the school, and the division as a result of principal transfer.
Systematic rotation of principals:

a school division policy that

calls for principal transfer to occur on a predetermined schedule.
Principals can be rotated to another school after a certain period of
time barring any extenuating circumstances.

This introductory chapter has described the need for and the
purpose of a study that may improve our understanding of the process
and effects of principal transfer.

The following chapter presents a

review of the existing literature and research on the topics of
leadership succession and principal transfer.

CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF LITERATURE

A common sense notion prevalent in all types of organizations is
that the transfer of entrenched middle managers can lead to individual
rejuvenation and/or organizational renewal.

This study on the process

and effects of principal transfer was designed in order to examine the
common wisdom underlying the procedure of transferring principals after
they have spent a considerable length of time in one school.

This

process for increasing the career mobility of educational middle
managers is explored in this chapter by means of a review of the
literature and research on leadership succession and principal transfer.
This chapter is divided into five sections.

The introduction

provides a framework for the entire chapter by presenting an outline for
the content areas to be examined.

The first topic— leadership

succession and transfer in organizations— is reviewed in order to
examine the value of transfer as it pertains to career development in
organizations.

Next, the literature on the specific processes of

principal transfer is examined for its rationale and for some examples
of existing policies and procedures.

This section is followed by a

review of research on succession effects which may occur when principals
are transferred.

A summary of this chapter contains the important

features that will be under consideration in this study of principal
transfer.
11
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Introduction
Literature and research on the topic of leadership succession can
be divided into two main categories according to Berger (1984) .

He

reported that scholars who have studied changes in leadership have
written in the areas of management/organizations and in the politics of
education field.

Research findings in both areas have had some

implications for transferring principals to other schools within their
own school divisions— a widespread but sparsely researched practice
(Cosgrove 1986) .

According to Berger, the organization/management

literature has contributed to the study of leadership succession by
detailing the effects of changing leaders in a variety of situations.
Succession effects have been examined primarily in noneducational
institutions; researchers in the management/organizations area have been
concerned mainly with effects as opposed to antecedent events.

In

contrast, the politics of education literature was able to provide more
detail on transfer in educational organizations; however, Berger
reported that researchers in this field have been concerned primarily
with the factors leading up to a leadership change.

Much of the work in

the politics of education research has been subjected to a lot of
criticism on theoretical, methodological, and data analysis grounds
(Berger 1984).

As a result of these shortcomings, it would appear that

a study designed to assess both the process and effects of transferring
leaders would be a promising area for succession research.
Several writers have agreed that both the transfer process and its
succession effects must be examined (Fauske and Ogawa 1987; Gordon and
Rosen 1981; Miskel and Cosgrove 1985).

The importance of analyzing the
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two major components of transfer together has been reflected in the
increased emphasis on human relations and accountability in all
organizations.

A coordinated study could help any organization in its

quest to maximize transfer benefits for both the individuals involved
and the organizations in which they work (Friedman 1986b).
Certain organizations, such as those in business and industry,
have benefited by using transfer primarily as a way to reduce employee
turnover (Dalton and Todor 1987).

The present organization-initiated

practice of transferring principals within larger school divisions has
been used for several other reasons.

One particular rationale has been

used in the majority of cases— the common sense notion that a change in
location will lead to individual rejuvenation for the principals and
renewal for the schools to which they move (Aquila 1988; Fauske and
Ogawa 1985).

This study on principal transfer was designed to gain

empirical support for this common sense notion by examining the
procedures involved in transferring principals and the perceived effects
of transfer upon the principals, the schools, and the divisions.
This review of literature lends support to this study first by
examining the career development topics of leadership succession and
transfer.

The educational literature then is reviewed for processes

involved in transferring principals and for locating documentation on
advantageous as well as detrimental succession effects.

The remainder

of the chapter reviews the literature and research on organizational
transfer and leadership succession in general as well as the literature
and research on principal transfer— a specific type of leadership
succession.

14

Leadership Sucnsssion and Transfer in Organizations

Even though the past few years have seen a dramatic increase in
the amount of literature related to leadership succession (Friedman
1986a), the topic has been one of interest to researchers for some time.
In 1967, Thiemann developed a selected bibliography on succession in
complex organizations.

Her paper listed eighty-six documents written

about managerial succession between 1948 and 1966.

The earliest studies

dealt with succession in restaurants, in the military, and in railroad
organizations.

By the late sixties, the studies had dealt with business

(Gouldner 1954; Guest 1962), public health (Kriesberg 1962), baseball
teams (Grusky 1963), and public schools (Carlson 1961).

Some of this

research examined the effectiveness of managerial succession in relation
to the amount of bureaucracy perceived in certain organizations like
gypsum mines (Gouldner 1954) and automobile plants (Guest 1962).

Other

researchers examined rates of managerial succession as a function of the
size of the organization (Grusky 1961; Kriesberg 1962) and still others
correlated managerial effectiveness with the rates of succession (Grusky
1963) .
The results of these early succession studies tended to contradict
one another according to Gordon and Rosen (1981) .

Depending upon the

circumstances, leadership succession was perceived to have either a
positive or a negative effect.

Gordon and Rosen extensively reviewed

the succession literature in their examination of the critical factors
involved in leadership succession.

They reviewed the empirical research

from case studies, actuarial studies, survey research, and laboratory
studies and from a few field experiments in natural settings.

They
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found a commonality to the studies— the importance of the role of
leader.
The leader's role, in our judgement, continues to deserve
special theoretical and research attention . . . for several
reasons. For one thing, formal organizations are highly
sensitized to leadership phenomena and are structured
accordingly. For another, society has a right to place greater
ethical and social role demands on people occupying leadership
positions than on rank-and-file members. For both reasons we
believe it would be unrealistic to treat leadership roles as
"just" another role within the group having no special
conceptual interest. Finally, the evidence clearly shows that
leaders can, and often do, make a difference. The task is to
discover why and under what circumstances (p. 240).
Miklos (1988) reviewed succession studies in the field of
educational administration and reported that the evidence for the
ability of leaders to cause change was not as conclusive as Gordon and
Rosen had suggested.

Miklos found that "results of the relationship

between administrative succession and change are not entirely
consistent" (p. 65).
Even though the conclusions from studies of leadership succession
may conflict due to inconsistencies in selecting critical variables in
the succession process (Miklos 1988), the importance of studying this
topic has been emphasized by many writers and researchers.

Grusky

(1960) provided his readers with a logical rationale for isolating and
studying this organizational process.
Succession is important for two basic reasons:
(1) administra
tive succession always leads to organizational instability, and
(2) it is a phenomenon that all organizations must cope with
(p. 105).
While it is true that all organizations must deal with changes in
leadership and that the process of transferring middle managers is
relatively common in business/industrial organizations and in certain
educational circles, some authors have been concerned about making
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inappropriate comparisons between these two types of organizational
structures (Bates 1987; Lortie 1975).

Aquila (1988) noted that

educators have been somewhat reluctant to compare promising practices in
loosely-coupled organizations such as school systems with similar
practices in business and industry— organizations with a tightly-coupled
structure.

According to Weick (1976), tightly-coupled organizations

have a preponderance of bureaucratic controls which focus all behavior
toward efficiently managing the organization.

The bureaucratic model of

control followed by most business, military, and industrial
organizations does not appear to be very prevalent in educational
organizations; in school systems, the expectations of superiors and
subordinates create cultural linkages which influence the behavior of
individuals (Bates 1987) .
Weick (1982) determined that schools were loosely structured
because of several factors that distinguished them from other types of
organizations.

He reported that schools were "loosely-coupled" because

only a limited amount of inspection and evaluation occurred in them,
because the goals for education were indeterminate, and because schools
were associated with a large span of control because they contained few
employees and many students.

Weick concluded that ties among school

personnel were loose because few participants were constantly involved
in everything that happened in a school.

This position on loose

coupling in schools was supported by research on the administrative
control of principals in a large city school system.

Crowson and Morris

(1985) reported that schools were indeed loosely-coupled systems held
together by a network of informal controls.

The researchers found that

in the Chicago school system the superintendent exerted control over his
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principals by having them perceive and then conform to his unspoken
expectations.
The concept of control and the type of strategy that an
organization uses to gain it has been studied using a sample of
multinational corporations.

Edstrom and Galbraith (1977) conducted case

studies of four corporations in order to determine if they used
managerial transfer as a way to develop a process of control based on
socialization.

The researchers found that the more frequent the

transfers the greater the socialization effects and the greater
commitment to the organization.
While researchers have found that school systems differ from many
other organizations in terms of the extent to which tight- versus loose
coupling and bureaucratic versus cultural controls are exhibited, the
transfer process or rotation of middle managers can be a useful strategy
for both (Aquila 1988) .

The literature and research on succession in

organizations, therefore, should be examined for its potential
contribution to the study of principal transfer because of several areas
of congruence:

career development is desirable in all organizations

(Hall 1986b; Leach 1980) ; processes of succession and transfer occur in
most organizations (Aquila 1988; Gordon and Rosen 1981); the effects of
leader succession often relate to the reasons why leaders have been
replaced (Gephart 1978; Gordon and Rosen 1981); and the procedures for
transferring middle-managers in any organization can be enhanced when
the transfer process is examined in combination with its succession
effects (Miskel and Cosgrove 1985) .

18

Career Development and Succession in Organizations
The topics of career development and succession in organizations
have gained attention by being associated with both positive and
negative relationships.

Career development can be enhanced by providing

for more employee mobility (positive succession); alternatively, if
career development has not been encouraged and supported, then negative
succession may result as the organization loses its employees.
According to Leach (1980) the challenge to the organization of the 1980s
and the 1990s will be "to learn how to accept, then legitimize the
individual's need to grow in work and the career" (p. 321) .
Hall (1986b), one of the most prolific writers in the area of
career development, recognized that one of the major challenges for
career management in the late 1980s was to retain established strong
performers in low-opportunity organizations.

He reported that most of

the previous organizational career research had dealt with the early
career stages of exploration, entry, and trial.

Far fewer studies had

concentrated on transferring managers during the mid-career stage which
Hall defined as "the period during one's work in an occupational
(career) role after one feels established and has achieved perceived
mastery and prior to the commencement of the disengagement process"
127).

(p.

In addition to the noted lack of organizational literature on mid

careers, Hall also expressed reservations with the mid-career literature
from the area of psychology.

He stated that research in this

discipline tended to focus primarily on mid-life and not necessarily on
mid-career experiences— two potentially different periods of one's life.
These two concepts of mid-life and mid-career might be more
closely related in school systems where the career path is very short
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due to a flat hierarchy.

A short career path makes for long periods of

time at any particular level.

March (1978) made note of the obvious

when he stated that most principals do not become superintendents.

In

another observation— "administrators do not move systematically from one
district to another" (p. 229)— March highlighted the mobility problem
that many principals encounter.

The mid-career stage of the entrenched

principal may be similar to the time frame of mid-life and its attending
levels of dissatisfaction commonly referred to as "the mid-life crisis".
All organizations and their employees have to be wary of the
destructive potential of this mid-life phenomenon of uncertainty; they
need to take a proactive stance in counteracting its stagnating effects.
Two promising areas where organizations can foster motivation in their
mid-career employees are job structure and/or content changes.

Bardwick

(1986) and Dawson (1983), two writers from the personnel field, have
examined the problems associated with plateaus in mid-career.
referred to plateaus as being of two types:
structural plateaus.

Dawson

content plateaus and

Bardwick (1986) reported that "organizations can

use lateral transfers to alleviate the stress of content plateauing" (p.
151).

Because of the inflexible flat hierarchy of school administration

(structural plateau), a change in content or in job location seems to be
one viable answer for principals who are trapped in plateau positions.
The potential for preventing mid-career stagnation by increasing
mobility in educational organizations has been confirmed by several
researchers.

Mathis (1979) identified four functional stages of the

faculty career in higher education.

He reported that the mid-career

stage was a crucial area where intervention on the part of the
institution could foster personal growth and career development.
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Changing positions or responsibilities appeared to be a promising
organizational intervention.
Sagaria (1982) used questionnaire data from higher education
administrators employed between 1973 and 1978 to determine the
predictors of mobility.

She found age to have a negative relationship

to job change with younger people being more mobile.

This pointed to

the increased likelihood of job stagnation for older administrators as
they tended to remain in their positions longer.

Sagaria noted that job

change was a useful conceptual medium for examining the career mobility
of educators.
Bare (1979) tested a model of administrator development with 494
administrators from a major state university system in order to examine
their rate of advancement.

One of his three measurements concerned

perceptions of mobility and success.

He found higher rates of

advancement to correlate highly with formal performance appraisals and
with rewards based on performance.

The measurement tool of perceptions

of mobility held some promise as a measure of rate of advancement.
Austin and Brown (1970) surveyed twelve hundred assistant
principals and found limited geographic mobility; this group of
administrators followed one of three predominant career tracks:
suburban, or outside the boundaries of major population centers.

urban,
These

results were supported by March's (1978) study of American public school
administrators where he found that most administrators stay close to
where they start with few new jobs.
Covel (1979) investigated school administrator career patterns.
Her data revealed three career possibilities.

The first route was to

become plateau administrators who do not want to rise from low-level
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positions.

The second course was to be vertical aspirants who are

upwardly mobile.

The third career possibility was to become place

holders who are blocked in their ascendency.

She postulated that the

way principals react to being place holders is crucial to their well
being because many will find themselves in this position sooner or
later.

Long term stability in one position might not be very desirable

for principals; Knezevich (1984), a leading authority on educational
administration, described principals as "a highly motivated,
professional and upwardly mobile group who view their present post as a
stepping stone to other administrative challenges" (p. 333).
Gaertner (1978-79) examined the structure of organizational
careers in the field of education by gathering data from the personnel
records of public school administrators in a midwestern state.

She

condensed a number of administrative positions into nine hierarchical
categories within a state's school system.

Although this seemed like a

reasonably tall hierarchy, most of the positions were few in number
throughout the entire structure.
distinct patterns of mobility:

Gaertner's data revealed three
from assistant secondary principal to

the superintendency; from secondary curriculum supervisor to the
superintendency; and from assistant elementary principal to the
elementary principalship.

The third career pattern held the most

potential for leading to a plateau or place holding position.

In

reporting her findings in another publication, Gaertner (1981) reported
that there was very limited interposition mobility in the middle of the
administrative hierarchy— the principalship.
task facing educational organizations.

She recognized the future
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The challenge for organizations is to continue to provide a
structure within which these people can perform well and grow
and develop in ways that may be different from those avenues
pursued in the past but nevertheless valuable for both the
organization and the individual (Gaertner 1981, p. 216) .
A recent national survey on the elementary principalship has
reported that over the last decade there has been an increased desire
for principal mobility (Doud 1989) .

"In 1978, 63 percent of such

principals felt that they had found their professional niche.

By 1988

this total had dropped to only 23.2 percent" (p. 22).

Effects of Leadership Succession
According to Brown (1982), succession literature and research has
concerned itself with three possible effects as a result of replacing
leaders.
Conventional wisdom holds that changing leaders will improve
organizational performance. In contrast, it has either been
argued that, because of its disruptiveness, succession will
have a negative impact on organizational effectiveness, or that
succession has no causal impact and is better viewed as ritual
scapegoating (p. 1).
Brown analyzed data for twenty-six National Football League teams
from 1970-1978.

His results indicated clear support for the "no effect"

or scapegoating view of succession.

This finding was consistent with

research done by Gamson and Scotch (1964) and Lieberson and O'Connor
(1972) .

Brown did acknowledge, however, that there was a high degree of

unpredictability in the environment of professional sports and that in a
more stable environment "it may be possible to assess realistically the
circumstances in which administrative change is likely to produce
improved performance" (p. 15).
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Grusky (1966) studied career mobility and strength of
organizational commitment in a large business company.

He gathered data

from more than one thousand managers in a six-level organizational
hierarchy in order to determine if they were more committed to their
organization because of rewards received (job moves) or because of
experiences undergone in order to receive them.
hypothesis was uniformly supported.

Grusky's second

He concluded that the greater the

obstacles the individual had to overcome the greater the commitment;
receiving a higher position could not guarantee a positive work ethic.
The experience involved in doing challenging work appeared to have a
more positive influence on the employee than simply moving up the
hierarchy.

If this were true in educational organizations, movement to

a different, more challenging principalship should result in improved
commitment to accomplishing the goals of the organization.
Research in this area of personal causation of organizational
events has examined important links between career orientation and
mobility.

Kirshenbaum and Goldberg (1976) gathered questionnaire data

from 194 Israeli engineering graduates in their examination of the
propensity to move among professionals.
of mobility orientations:
mobile local.

Their data suggested two types

the career mobile cosmopolitan and the career

The cosmopolitans were prepared to move to different

companies especially in their early career stages.

The second mobility

group— career mobile locals— tended to confine their movement within the
organization unless their career aspirations were not met with
commensurate company rewards.

Greater propensity to move at differing

career stages and because of differing career orientations of
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individuals were two findings from this research which demonstrated the
need to legitimate mobility in all organizations.
. . . where such a propensity [to move to another organization]
is low among a specific group of professionals, . . . [the
organization] is likely to insure those benefits derived from a
commitment to long term job/employer continuance. This may
take the form of career mobility within rather than across
organizations or simply at a particular task or position
(Kirschenbaum and Goldberg 1976, p. 370) .
Carlson (1961) influenced many of the later studies on succession
in educational organizations by his original study of the orientation
and reputation of school superintendents who had been involved in a
position change.

Carlson used a sample of 745 school superintendents

in comparing organizational consequences resulting from the selection
of insider and outsider candidates.

His data demonstrated that school

superintendents who were promoted from within and those who were hired
from outside the district related to their organizations in different
ways with different organizational outcomes.

Carlson reported that

insiders were called upon for a stabilizing performance and that they
conformed or acted in a way that maintained the system.

Outsiders, on

the other hand, were found to modify the office and change the
relations of others to the office.

Carlson acknowledged that "both are

conformists in the sense that their performance conforms to the
expectations of their employers" (p. 226).
Carlson's (1961) study provided him with the opportunity to
speculate that the "wild" setting of competitive business firms might
lead to a certain type of individual being selected for a leadership
position as opposed to an individual selected to provide leadership in
the "domesticated" setting of a school system.

He postulated that

school systems would rather hire more place-bound than career-bound
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leaders in order to maintain their stable environments.

This emphasis

on stability may be one reason why school division administrators
promote their principals from within.

Superintendents tend to transfer

their school leaders because insider principals already are familiar
with the system.

The Transfer Processes

The process of transferring employees to another position within
the organization has been viewed with a certain amount of ambiguity.
Organizational leaders perceive the process as having value but are not
always sure how or when to transfer managers with a minimum of
disruption.
Whether it is a cross-functional move or a within-function
change, nothing creates learning opportunities as effectively
as a new job assignment. . . . In many organizations, however,
there are no policies governing how long a person should remain
in a particular position (Hall 1984, p. 167).
It has been speculated for the past thirty years that employee
transfer or intraorganizational mobility may be a surrogate for employee
turnover (Dalton and Todor 1987).

Organizations have had to be

sensitive to employees quitting their jobs because of the disruption and
costs associated with hiring and training replacements.

Companies have

had to find less expensive ways to deal with their employees'
dissatisfaction.

According to. Dalton and Todor (1987), lateral transfer

appears to be a promising solution.

These researchers examined the

association between lateral internal mobility and employee turnover in
business organizations.

The authors used archival data over a four-year

period and found that "employees who have requested and received
transfers are on the order of 3-4 times less likely to quit" (p. 709).
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In the education field, research findings that encourage the use
of transfer probably have had more bearing on teacher transfer than on
the transfer of principals.

Teachers have more opportunity to transfer

out of an unpleasant situation as a way to reduce their dissatisfaction.
Reed and Paznokas (1983) studied the previously neglected relationship
between teacher transfer and job satisfaction.

They interviewed two

groups of six teachers all from the same school district on the topic of
their recent transfer experiences.

They found that a teacher's level of

job satisfaction, over a period of time, rose after a transfer.

The

most significant factor affecting the level of job satisfaction
immediately following an intradistrict transfer was whether or not the
teacher's transfer was voluntary.

The most significant factor affecting

changes in levels of job satisfaction was whether or not the teacher had
ever taught in the same or a similar position before.

The researchers

concluded that voluntary transfers to a similar teaching position
provided for the ideal teacher transfer experience.
The process of transfer can be different for principals and
teachers in that administrators are more likely to be transferred
involuntarily (Webb et al. 1987).

The authors recognized that the

process of divisional mobility was not quite the same because
"administrators generally serve at the will of the board [and] their
transfer can be done arbitrarily in most states, with no notice, reason,
or hearing afforded" (p. 141).
Hannay and Chism (1985) examined the intervention of involuntary
teacher and principal transfer in a single Canadian school division as a
stimulus to professional growth.

A case study of three principals and

ten teachers transferred during the 1983-84 school year resulted in
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their finding that, generally, the involuntary transfers appeared to
foster personal and professional development.

However, there were two

notable exceptions who were quite hostile to the idea of transfer
because of its compulsory nature.

Hannay and Chism recommended further

refinements to the existing transfer process and policy in that
particular division because of the negative effects related to distrust,
preparation time, travel, and adjustment difficulties.

The researchers

concluded that communication problems appeared to be the result of a
lack of information on the intent and benefits of transfer.
Several writers have commented that the paucity of research on the
topic of teacher transfer severely restricts our knowledge of the
transfer process as well as its immediate and future effects (Banting
1986; Hannay and Chism 1985; Reed and Paznokas 1983) .

Forced transfers

due to enrollment declines and voluntary transfers as a route to
professional growth require a lot more understanding than the present
situation appears to exhibit.

Hannay and Chism (1985) found the

literature on teacher transfer to be quite thin, especially on the
subject of effect'of transfer on teacher development.

Banting (1986)

also was critical of the lack of research in this area; he was forced to
develop his own conceptual model of teacher transfer.

Banting used an

interview format to gather information from all teachers in a suburban
Manitoba school division who had voluntarily transferred to another
school.

His data supported a model consisting of three components:

antecedents to the transfer, transfer process, and outcomes of the
transfer.

An important finding from his second stage— transfer process—

was that teachers felt very positive if consultation was provided
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throughout the entire process.

Procedural considerations were crucial

to the overall success of teacher transfer.
Existing organizational research on the transfer process supported
the importance of following certain procedures in order to enhance the
ultimate success of transfer.

The central question according to Leach

(1980) was, "How can the organization contribute to the process [of
career development], share its power and expertise and in so doing,
promote both individual and organizational growth?" (p. 321).

A well-

defined transfer policy which can be put into practice effectively might
be the answer.
On a cautionary note, transfer policies that appear to be
effective in one type of organization may not work in a different
situation.

A problem with transfer policies that are too restrictive or

policies that have been patterned after an inappropriate model may be
that they will create unintended effects— most likely negative.

The

evidence provided by the literature on succession effects supports the
conclusion that education has not endorsed the concept of predetermined
administrative job rotation to the degree that industry has (Aquila
1988).

More specifically, Webb et al. (1987) reported that industrial

organizations have been much better at recognizing the potential of
eliciting the transfer process at a specific point in an employee's
career.

The authors stated that "after a certain time period, both the

individual and the organization benefit when the employee can exercise
personal talents and meet new challenges in a different assignment" (p.
182) .
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Linking Transfer Process and Succession Effects
A comprehensive examination of the process of transfer and its
resulting succession effects would logically appear to be of great
interest to all types of organizations.

Gordon and Rosen (1981) were

surprised at the paucity of succession studies because this topic often
has been a matter of serious debate.

The authors reported that

continuous discussions have taken place between social psychologists and
sociologists in order to determine the amount of impact a leader can
have on an organization.

However, empirical data that could be gained

through research studies was found to be sorely lacking.

The absence of

empirical data weakened many of these arguments over the importance of
leadership and succession.
It has been noted previously that succession research from other
fields also has been limited in its application and ultimate usefulness.
According to Friedman (1986b), most of the previous succession research
from the human resource field has focused only on events— the outcomes
of succession.

Friedman reported that, "there has been little attention

devoted either to the process by which succession events occur or to the
management practices affecting the process and its outcomes" (p. 191).
The importance of understanding the transfer process as an aid in
understanding its effects was highlighted by Gordon and Rosen (1981) who
noted some of the weak links existing in succession research.
Very little or no attention is paid to the effects of group
history on the new leader, nor is much mention made of the
various aspects of the succession process itself, e.g., where
the new leader comes from, how the leader is selected, whether
there is a mandate for change or a need to maintain the status
quo . . . (p. 229).
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Up until the time Gordon and Rosen produced a review of the
existing literature on leadership succession, there was a relative
absence of research studies using a conceptual model to combine the
transfer process with its succession effects.

These two authors pieced

together information from five different types of succession studies in
order to specify some of the major variables associated with succession.
Gordon and Rosen used the findings to support their succession model of
pre-arrival and post-arrival factors.
consisted of:

Their pre-arrival factors

successor characteristics such as age, skills and

abilities, insider or outsider status, and other similar details; the
group's experience with succession; the screening procedure; and the new
leader's mandate.

Their post-arrival factors included:

the mutual

observation process; the successor's actions and reactions; and the
power and influence source.

The authors concluded that their pre-

arrival/post-arrival model "for analyzing leadership succession
dynamics represents a convenient way to conceptualize and categorize the
many events and phenomena that interact with the process" (p. 250) .
Because researchers have been involved in studying either succession
processes or succession effects, Gordon and Ro3en reasoned that it
should be possible to study both transfer processes and succession
effects together in order to gain a more complete understanding of
leadership succession.
The study of succession processes and their causal effect upon
outcomes has been shown to be easier to accomplish in an industrial
setting where objective means can be used to describe outcomes.
Friedman (1986b) studied succession systems in 235 industrial firms in
order to test for associations between succession system characteristics
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and outcomes.

His data indicated that high and low performing firms

appeared to have different kinds of succession systems.

Friedman found

a positive association between the increased involvement of the Chief
Executive Officer (CEO) and the outcomes of succession issues.

In

addition, firms which devoted resources to succession issues seemed to
be more effective than those that did not.

Friedman deduced from

several indicators that the importance of hiring from within was
positively associated with successful firms.

However, in contrast to

these positive findings, he reported that the mere existence of formal
procedures such as annual appraisals, human resource reviews, and
replacement plans did not differentiate between good and bad performers.
Formalization of procedures was described as a necessary but not
sufficient condition for effective succession systems.
Another research study dealing with selection issues also reported
findings that seemed to discount what might be considered to be good
business practice.

Gupta (1986) examined previous succession literature

in order to synthesize the research dealing with the matching of
industrial managers to organizational strategies.

In discounting

popular opinion, Gupta reported that there was very little evidence to
support the notion that it is always best to match managers to the
strategies required by a specific assignment.
. . . in some specific types of situations, instead of matching
managers to strategies, it may be wiser to select managers on
the basis of nonstrategic considerations, or to select
"generalist" general managers, or even to deliberately mismatch
managers to strategies (p. 232).
Many studies do, however, advocate the linking of executive
succession and development more consciously to the business strategy of
the organization.

Hall (1986a) concluded that the success of an
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organization depended upon the clear fit of its division heads and CEO
to the strategic direction of the firm.

In this situation, he reported

that executive learning would be enhanced by a careful matching process.
Another of Hall's suggestions was to create diversity and surprise
throughout the careers of middle managers by adopting a human resource
movement policy of lateral transfer.
Individuals would not be allowed to spend their entire careers
in one functional area or specialty. By moving people every
five years (or so) into areas demanding a different set of
skills, learning would be demanded by the job. Familiar,
scripted methods of solving problems would not always work in
these new areas, so the individual would learn adaptive skills
in the natural process of making the transition into each new
area. These are critical skills for successful executives
(Hall 1986a, p. 262).
This type of knowledge gained from literature and research on
industrial/business organizations can assist in developing means by
which leaders in other fields can become successful.

Learning how to

become a successful school administrator should be an important
function of every principal's career development.

This learning can be

enhanced by having principals participate in environmental changes
designed to challenge them and to induce new life into the school
organization.

The ubiquitous process of transferring middle managers

in industry and business, therefore, does appear to have certain
implications for the process of transferring school principals.

Ejineipal Transfer Processes
According to Ogawa and Smith (1985), the importance of studying
the relatively common occurrence of principal transfer in larger school
divisions rests upon two practical considerations.

First of all, it is

important to examine the beliefs upon which a change in principals is
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undertaken as a means to confirm or question the underlying rationale
for principal transfer.

School divisions may want to transfer their

principals because of some undefined good that is expected to result.

A

second consideration is that increased turnover in the principalship
over the next two decades (Baltzell and Dentler 1983) will create a
large amount of administrator mobility and an even greater need for
understanding the components of this form of leadership succession.
Ogawa and Smith (1985) noted that the career development of principals
can be facilitated by taking advantage of these organization and
environment-induced moves.
As noted previously, knowledge about the topic of principal
transfer can be informed by the literature on leadership succession, but
it still appears to remain a mystery as to why the specific topic of
transfer has not been given more attention in the field of education
(Aquila 1988, Cosgrove 1986).

Articles about principal transfer in

American publications are quite scarce considering the increased
attention to career development and occupational career mobility in the
past decade.
The widespread use of the transfer process for rejuvenating
individual principals and/or renewing schools has not been limited to
the boundaries of the United States; principal transfer appears to be
very common in Canada and other nations.

In a national study of

principal perceptions of transfer, Watts (1986) reported that
approximately eighty percent of Canadian principals stated that they
were subject to transfer after a certain number of years.

Another

researcher compared the administrative transfer situation in Oregon to
the Australian experience and found that principals in the two
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Australian states transferred much more often than did principals in the
American state (Carlson 1979).

Carlson attributed differences in

transfer rates to the existence of "career barriers"— organizational and
environmental factors that either hinder or facilitate movement to a new
position.

One of his findings was that the large number of progressive

steps in Australian school administration positively facilitated the
mobility of principals.

When there was an absence of hierarchical

steps, Carlson noted that voluntary principal transfer appeared to be
one option for improving administrator mobility.
In summary, the topic of principal transfer suffers from a
scarcity of information in the literature.

There are several areas that

should be examined in order to develop a better understanding of this
important process.

The process of transferring principals could be

examined for the reasons that cause school systems to use it, for the
policies that are used to guide it, and for the procedures that are
followed in implementing its specific components.

Reasons for Principal Transfer
The rationale for transferring principals within the same school
division could be related to factors that are environmentally controlled
or else controlled by the organization itself (Miskel and Cosgrove
1985).

According to Grusky (1960), administrative changes can be the

result of death, illness, or other environmental factors.

On the other

hand, the organization might control administrator mobility by means of
promotion, demotion, or dismissal.

If a school had a vacancy due to a

principal's retirement and if the division's administrators controlled
leadership mobility by moving a number of other principals at that same
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time, a combination of environmental and organizational controls would
have contributed to the changes.
It has been the observation of some writers (Aquila 1988; Lindsey
1979) that the chief administrative officers of medium to large-sized
school divisions are transferring principals at regular intervals in
order to make changes they see as necessary.

It has been reported that

principals are transferred primarily for two reasons:

to remove poor

performers and to put strong principals into troubled schools (National
School Boards Association 1978).

This rationale has not been very

acceptable to some who believe that principal transfer should be a
positive experience.

Knezevich (1984) cautioned against using

leadership succession as a means to correct a situation.
During polarization around controversial issues a succession of
leaders may result in a new one usually assuming a more extreme
position on the issues than the predecessors . . . and
arguments will tend to move from specific to more general
issues, . . . and from a simple divergence on controversial
issues to personal antagonisms (p. 106).
While it is true that transfer on an individual case basis does
have some negative connotations, a common belief is that most long-term
principals need the challenge of a new situation.
It seems that people generally believe that good things happen
to schools and to principals when a change of principal is
made. This belief is manifested in two practices that we have
observed in school districts. First, principals are replaced
when schools perform below expectations. The reasoning here
echoes the common wisdom that the leader is a major factor in
determining the overall performance of an organization.
Second, school districts, on the belief that some undefined
good will result both for schools and for principals,
periodically rotate principals from school to school. Neither
of these beliefs has been widely tested. And yet, school
districts persist in both practices (Ogawa and Smith 1985, p.
1)

.
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Lindsey (1979) wrote an article documenting the pros and cons of
implementing a policy that would provide for principal transfer on a
regular basis.

In opposing arbitrary transfer, he described several

benefits of leaving the principal in place; these reasons all related to
supporting the continuity of leadership in a given school.

However,

Lindsey also listed seven highly justifiable bases for making the
decision to transfer principals.
1.

2.

3.

4.
5.
6.
7.

A principal requests transfer for personal or professional
_ reasons. He or she may, for example, feel that the
assignment is no longer a challenge.
Staff relationships may have soured (e.g., actions during a
strike may have made a situation untenable for the
principal).
Relations with the community may have deteriorated because
of a change in the community itself, or because of several
incidents over which the principal may or may not have had
control.
The particular strengths of the principal may be badly
needed in another situation.
Some principals may even be promoted.
A particular school assignment may be regarded as a
"training" position.
The principal has proven ineffective. It may be decided to
give a "last chance" assignment rather than removal from
the principalship ranks (p. 30).
The National School Boards Association (1978) reported data from

four representative school districts that had policies mandating the
rotation of principal assignments.

The authors reported that most of

the examples of district policies required principals to change jobs
every five to seven years.

They found these samples of mandated

policies to be neither widespread nor well-publicized.

However, even

with their limited examples, the NSBA likened administrator interview
responses to a "flood of praise that pours from the mouths of
administrators who have weathered the sometimes stormy days following
mandatory transfers" (p. 1).
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Rolicv for Principal Transfer
Examples of written school board policies assisting the formal
transfer of school principals do not appear to be prevalent (NSBA 1978)
and specific procedures like rotational transfer do not appear to be in
widespread use (Aquila 1988).

In a request for examples of school board

policies on a specific form of principal transfer— the systematic
rotation of principals— Stemnock (1973) received only 15 affirmative
replies out of a sample of 468 school systems.

Even though most of her

samples were large school systems which enrolled twelve thousand or more
students and these divisions probably would experience a lot of
administrator transfers, very few had written policies that mandated or
forced principals to move after a specific number of years.

Many

divisions apparently use informal transfer policies as a way to improve
administrator mobility.
The National Association of Secondary School Principals (1979)
became aware of the need for drafting a model of specific and
appropriate transfer policy language as a result of collecting written
documents and discussing local policies with secondary school
administrators from many sections of the United States.

NASSP

emphasized that a well-written policy for principal transfer should be
in existence in order to allay the fears of those who have not
experienced principalship changes.
Current assignment and transfer policies dealing with new
positions, promotions, involuntary and voluntary transfer, and
demotions are creating great apprehension and employment
problems for some administrators. The lack of well-defined
policies in these sensitive personnel areas is of great concern
to most principals and assistant principals, particularly in a
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decade when frequent reorganization and transfer represents
common management practice (NASSP 1979, p. 1) .
NASSP developed a booklet on administrative assignment and
transfer as a means of assisting school administrators with the
development of appropriate language for initiating or modifying
policies.

The authors recognized the distinction between voluntary and

involuntary transfer as they included a sample policy for both types of
transfer.

Possible criteria for voluntary transfer were outlined in

order to direct school divisions who wished to identify principals who
were ready for a change.

The list included certification, education

and training, length of service, program needs of the school and/or
division, balance of staff, extracurricular requirements, length of
time since last transfer, success in previous assignment(s), and
changes in school organization.
Some of these criteria for voluntary transfer also could have
been utilized by a school division in making involuntary transfers.
NASSP recognized this potential and suggested that all types of
transfer policies have the following language contained in them:
In no case shall any request for transfer be denied or any
involuntary transfer be made for reasons which are punitive in
nature or result from personal bias or vindictiveness or
discrimination by virtue of age, race, creed, color, religious
belief, national origin, political affiliation, sex, or marital
status (NASSP 1979, p. 7).

Procedures for Transferring Principals
The previous section noted how principals have been subject to
transfer either on a voluntary or involuntary basis.

The procedures for

carrying out these two distinct types of transfer often reflect the type
of rationale given by the division's administration.

The reasons for
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transfer can reflect an emphasis on either the individual (career
development), the division (organizational development), or both.
Voluntary' transfer has been perceived as the more humanistic procedure
of the two because it involves ownership on the part of principals as
they become more involved their own career development.
Ricketts (1979) examined the process of transferring six of an
elementary school district's twenty principals into new assignments for
the following school year.

His research examined an example of

voluntary principal transfer.

The principals in this particular

district were given as much input as possible into the transfer process.
Open communication with all concerned was described as the key to the
successful transfer of principals.

Ricketts recommended that principals

be involved in the development of board policy in order to gain their
support of this career management process.

He delineated fourteen

guidelines that were used in the smooth execution of the principal
transfer policy.

A paraphrased and condensed version of the specific

transfer process described by Ricketts (1979, p. 31) is presented below:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

8.

9.

10.

Original vacancies were made known to all principals.
Applications were solicited.
New potential vacancies were identified. The last
opportunity to apply for any of the positions was given.
Open schools were listed on the blackboard.
Principals had to list their school philosophy and unique
programs under their school name.
An additional opening surfaced due to a principal's
interest in one of the schools listed.
Principals requesting transfer were asked to prioritize
their choices by rank and list reasons for their first
choice.
The superintendent met with the associate and assistant
superintendents to confer on the best possible
assignments.
The central office administrators met with each principal
to clarify reasons behind requests and their choice of
schools.
The superintendent confidentially disclosed to each
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11.
12.
13.
14.

principal his decision as to recommendations forwarded to
the Board of Trustees. The placements would be made
public at the next board meeting.
Staff and parent groups were informed of the principal's
request for transfer before the board meeting took place.
The Board of Trustees approved the principal assignments.
Principals announced new assignments to staff and parents
the morning following board action.
A transition time line was developed for reassigned
principals:
- send letter to parents.
- develop a committee of staff and parents to smooth the
transition.
- communicate with parents, staff, and students about
the new principal and his/her activities.
- involve the new principal in major decisions for next
year.
- orient the new principal to the new school.

This example of a large scale movement of principals was a type of
principal transfer that is often referred to as the systematic rotation
of principals (Aquila 1988).

This process may include both voluntary

and involuntary transfers based on the requirements of the school
district, the desires of the district's administration, or the existing
board policy.
The systematic rotation of principals— rotation after a specific
period of time in a principalship— never has appeared to be a popular
option for school divisions.

A national survey of school

superintendents that took place over twenty-five years ago showed little
interest in principal rotation (Nation's Schools 1963).

At that time,

fully seventy-nine percent of superintendents did not favor the rotation
of high school principals and seventy-three percent disagreed with the
rotational transfer of elementary principals.

Responses which were

opposed to principal transfer focussed on preserving good relationships
that already existed between principals and their schools and
communities.

In contrast, some of the positive reasons that were given
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in support of transfer related to providing a fresher outlook for the
principals and the schools.
Several educational researchers have tried to develop a better
understanding of this topic of principal transfer by relating it to the
experience of transfer in other types of organizations.

Kraft (1967)

mentioned situations in other fields where the transfer of managers is
more commonplace than it is in the education arena.

He noted that in

government, business, the military, and entertainment people are moved
around to bring "new blood" and "new life" into systems of operation.
He concluded that the "rotation of building principalships is one of the
best ways to help individuals grow to realize their fullest potential as
educational leaders" (p. 464).
Aquila (1988) also advocated using systematic rotation as a
management technique similar to the traditional business practice of
rotating middle managers.
Clearly, principal rotation is not a panacea. But, by the
same token, systematic rotation is not an educational version
of musical chairs. It is a little-used management technique
that deserves more consideration than it has received (p.
238) .
The beneficial aspects of transferring principals are perceived
most often by the district administrators who usually have been the
people responsible for initiating the transfer process.

Stemnock's

(1973) study of American school districts that had policies which
mandated principal transfer reported that the central office personnel
in these cases were very positive about principal rotation.

The

comments from principals, teachers, and communities were more diverse;
however, most supported the movement of principals after they had spent
a period of time in one position.
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The most frequently invoked interval for rotation in Stemnock's
study of transfer policies was seven years; however, even those transfer
policies that contained rigid timelines also contained statements
allowing exceptions.

Kraft's (1967) conclusion was similar to

Stemnock's in that his data supported the perception that principals
should be transferred every five to seven years.

These perceptions were

supported by Aquila's (1988) recent analysis where he found that
"districts with a board policy of principal rotation seem to rotate
their principals every seven years" (p. 237).
It has been suggested that the time interval for transferring
principals must take into account criteria that focus on the strengths
of a particular principal and the needs of a particular school (Aquila
1988) .

Stemnock (1973) detailed several considerations for the

development of procedures for establishing a rotation system.

Her list

was developed from a Minneapolis survey on the topic of principal
rotation.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.

Avoid any stigma attached to rotation.
Define the role of the principal in determining his
rotation assignment.
Allow for exceptions— pending retirement, turnover and
morale in the school staff, health problems.
Develop a sound rationale and a rotation policy that will
withstand "ventilating".
Assure that administrators new to the district know and
understand the policy.
Provide for orientation to new positions.
Allow teachers to apply for voluntary transfers, providing
bumping rights are not allowed.
Maintain current salary regardless of the size of school
to which one is assigned.
Stagger the rotations so that all principals do not move
at once.
Consider rotating administrators to jobs other than the
principalship.
Avoid cross-level rotation.
Make sure the policy allows the superintendent to deviate
from it at his discretion.
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13.

Conduct a thorough investigation of the performance and
status of the principals in the district as a whole, as
well as individual evaluations of the principals to be
affected, before making any rotation assignments (p. 6).

Lortz (1985) completed a state-wide, in-depth study of the
rotation of elementary principals in order to analyze superintendent and
principal perceptions of how principal transfer could contribute to a
principal's professional growth.

She found that sixteen of Iowa's

twenty-five largest districts practiced the procedure of rotating
elementary principals.

The sample available for her study demonstrated

an increased usage of principal rotation as a means to increase
administrator mobility.

Lortz sent superintendents and principals

questionnaires and used follow-up phone interviews to gather her data.
She identified advantages and disadvantages of rotating elementary
principals and documented some procedures that could maximize the
success of a rotation plan.

Lortz suggested that if a school district

did not have a set of flexible guidelines, they should convene a
representative committee to develop procedures to be followed in
rotating division principals.

She recommended that the following

procedures be a part of the transfer process:

a) the district should

announce which principals were rotated before the fourth quarter of the
school year, b) principals should consent to being rotated, and c)
teachers should not be allowed to move with their principal to the new
assignment.
Because the procedures involved in transferring principals have
been determined to be critical to the success of outcomes or effects,
school divisions would be well advised to clarify the intent of their
principal transfer process through a written policy.

Procedural steps

then can be developed and mutually agreed upon in order to produce
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effective matches between principals and the schools to which they move.
The resulting positive succession effects then could be used to support
the common sense notion that principal transfer can rejuvenate the
individual principals and/or renew the schools.

Succession Effects of Principal Ixaaslax
The transfer of principals should result in some type of an effect
either on the individual principals or on the various components of the
organization, or both.

When principals are transferred to other

schools, the division administration, the principals, the teachers, the
students, and the community all have expectations that things will be
different to a certain degree.

In most cases, changes that do take

place appear to be a function of the mandates of the district
administrators and/or at the initiative of the principals themselves.
Therefore, unless the transfer is rejected by the teachers and the
community, the effects of transfer will be controlled by the vision of
division administrators and the ability of the principals to engage in
improvement initiatives.
The division administrators must display a certain amount of
control over their principals in accomplishing the mission of the school
system.

The type and extent of control exhibited has an impact upon

individual principals and upon the various components of the
organization.

According to Peterson (1984), a socialization strategy

that has been used by superintendents to gain more cultural control is
the process of principal transfer.

Socializing principals into

complying with divisional prerogatives through administrative mobility
has been perceived to be a more acceptable method of control than the
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use of bureaucratic rules and procedures (Peterson, Murphy, and
Hallinger 1987) .

The extent to which principal transfer is successful

may relate to the ability of division administrators to control for
positive succession effects through cultural means— a humanistic
approach.
Lortz's (1985) study of principal transfer in an elementary school
district, mentioned in the previous section, appeared to show evidence
of cultural control through the use of transfer.

Lortz concluded that

the perceptions of superintendents and their principals were very much
in agreement on the topic of transfer.
The superintendents who rotated principals and their
principals generally agreed with the statements favoring
principal rotation. They agreed that rotation was a means of:
(a) developing principals' leadership abilities, (b) enhancing
a broad perspective by allowing principals to work with people
in different schools, (c) stimulating professional growth by
having the opportunity to work with many teachers, (d)
providing new challenges and preventing stagnation, (e)
generating creative solutions when analyzing problems, and (f)
allowing the district to match principal's curricular strengths
with building needs. Both superintendents who rotate
principals and their principals agreed that even though
principals were working effectively in a building, they could
be rotated and rotation would not cause undue stress on the
principal (p. 81).
The compatible responses from the superintendents and principals in
this study indicated that the principals were well aware of the
expectations of the superintendents— a controlling function that served
to guide the behavior of the principals.

Therefore, the principal

transfer processes used in Iowa elementary districts appeared to foster
cultural control.

Bureaucratic policies and regulations were intended

to provide direction and were not used to elicit specific principal
behaviors.
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The degree to which cultural control should be used has been a
concern to those at the top who are more comfortable with the
bureaucratic model.

Elmore (1980) reported that educational

organizations have been described as bottom-heavy and loosely-coupled
and, as such, they require a greater use of delegated control as opposed
to hierarchical control.
The skillful use of delegated control is central to making
implementation work in bottom-heavy, loosely-coupled systems.
When it becomes necessary to rely mainly upon hierarchical
control, regulation, and compliance to achieve results, the
game is essentially lost (p. 25).
The study of this organizational phenomenon can be enhanced by
determining how principal transfer can be used as a control strategy
and by identifying the individual and organizational areas that can be
affected by principal transfer.

Transfer as an Administrative Control Strategy
The system of control that school division administrators
exercise over their principals and the control that principals have
over their teachers was described as loosely-coupled by Weick (1976) .
The term loose-coupling is not used to imply that control is weak but
rather that control is exercised from a different power base than is
traditionally thought to be used in a hierarchical system.

Instead of

relying primarily on formal dictates, administrators are able to guide
the actions of their subordinates by means of informal controls.

These

informal controls are designed to persuade and influence people in a
manner that will support the goals of the organization.
Because educational organizations are not as tightly controlled as
those in industry or business, one might suspect that rules and
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procedures in schools are not as prevalent or as demanding.

In reality,

the loosely-coupled educational system does contain the bureaucratic
controls of policy, procedures, and rules for the efficient operation of
its schools; however, many activities of principals and teachers are
usually left to the discretion of the individuals concerned.

Any system

that relies a great deal upon the better judgement of its key actors can
be considered to have an upper echelon that exercises loose control.
It has been reported that all organizations contain varying
degrees of centralized control, bureaucratic control, and socialization
control and that these are cumulative as the organizations increase in
size and complexity (Edstrom and Galbraith 1977) .

Educational

organizations have been described as complex systems; therefore, it
would appear that understanding the type and degree of administrative
control is a prerequisite to understanding administrative mobility
within the organization.
The term complexity also has been used to describe the process of
administrative succession (Fauske and Ogawa 1987) as well as the effects
that result from succession (Cosgrove 1986; Pitner 1988) .

It may be

that school division administrators need to develop a greater degree of
sophistication in using principal transfer as a means to effect the
changes that they desire.

Because the transfer of managers in

corporations has been shown to be a popular form of control (Edstrom and
Galbraith 1977), administrative control in school systems may be
enhanced by carefully using principal transfer as a form of
socialization.
Peterson (1984) designed an exploratory study to examine the ways
central administrators constrain the work of school principals.

His
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descriptive analysis reported on the existence of six control strategies
utilized by the central office in elementary school districts:
supervision,
control,

(2) input control,

(3) behavior control,

(1)

(4) output

(5) selection-socialization, and (6) environmental control.

The system of control imposed by selection-socialization procedures
appeared to reinforce the concepts presented in Edstrom and Galbraith's
(1977) study.

In his review of literature, Peterson (1984) noted the

lack of empirical studies on the differential use of selectionsocialization at the administrative level in school districts; however,
he found that a number of studies suggested that socialization might
provide a positive way for school divisions to control for certain
principal behaviors.

Peterson's study reported that principals were

constrained by a combination of control mechanisms.

The data from his

study described selection-socialization as a relatively important method
of gaining this control.
In the total sample, principals from within the district were
the most frequently hired (28 percent), the second most
frequently hired were assistant or associate principals from
within the district (20 percent), and the third most frequently
hired were principals from outside the district (15 percent).
This selection pattern suggests that superintendents selected
individuals who were socialized to administrative and, when
possible, to district norms and values (Peterson 1984, p. 591) .
The prevalence of using socialization as a control mechanism
relates to the complexity inherent in the task of school administration.
Peterson suggested that this type of superintendent control was
necessary given "the relatively weak use of behavioral controls, the
imprecision of the technology, and the multiplicity of technical and
social goals" (pp. 591-2).

He concluded that superintendents have to
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provide a subtle balance of control and autonomy in order for principals
to accomplish a variety of administrative tasks and instructional goals.
Peterson was involved in similar study (Peterson, Murphy, and
Hallinger 1987) in which superintendents' perceptions of control and
coordination of the technical core in effective school districts were
examined.

Twelve districts were selected from one state and the

superintendents from each were interviewed to assess the degree to which
they coordinated, shaped, and assessed principals' work and classroom
activities.

The descriptive analysis reported on instructional,

curricular, and other examples of district control functions.

In the

final section on other functions, the authors found four strategies that
the superintendents used to control the activities in their districts:
(1) shaping goals and objectives,
principals,
of funds.

(2) supervision and evaluation of

(3) selection and training of principals, and (4) allocation
The data suggested that a combination of bureaucratic and

cultural controls was used by superintendents to control and coordinate
the schools under their direction.

The description of rather tight

linkages between the managerial level and the technical core provided an
alternative view to the perception that schools are loosely-controlled
systems.
Crowson and Morris (1985) studied the degree to which a large-city
bureaucratic school system was loosely-coupled.

The researchers

observed twenty-four Chicago principals over the course of one to two
years in order to describe and analyze the dichotomy of control/noncontrol.

Crowson and Morris's research presented findings that suggest

that large educational bureaucracies were loosely-coupled for the most
part.

The system exerted control "through a not-so-subtle enforcement
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of loyalities, values, and unspoken expectations" (p. 51) .
Socialization as a form of cultural control was quite prevalent in this
school system.

Mobility depended upon the degree to which principals

complied with the expectations of their superiors.

Principals'

organizational loyalties normally might have been expected to be
reinforced by a reward system that recognized their merit; however, in
this study, the criteria to transfer to a more desirable school were not
clear.
An organizational loyalty/identification system operates in
Chicago, cloaked in a mysterious process of administrator
mobility. Principals get ahead by successfully "decoding" the
upper bureaucracy. In the art of getting ahead, four "laws"
appear to operate: avoid adverse publicity, do it on your own,
produce, and don't embarrass the boss (Crowson and Morris, p.
68) .
The fact that the principals did not clearly understand the
system of mobility was not surprising since the district's
administrators apparently wanted to keep principals in a state of
uncertainty.

This strategy forced the principals to accept a

subservient role where they would be more likely to comply with the
wishes of the superintendent.

In order to have the control element of

socialization, the superintendent had to be able to reward the
principals who were the most dedicated to the "system" by placing them
in the most desirable positions.
The data from the studies reported above suggest that school
district administrators have used a combination of bureaucratic and
cultural controls to direct school systems.

The differential effects

arising from the use of these two control systems have had certain
implications for the formulation of a policy for transferring
principals.

The choice of having a formal written policy to gain
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compliance as opposed to having an informal transfer policy which
encourages the delegation of responsibility has been one area with
which divisional administrators have had to struggle.

Elmore (1980), a

researcher and writer in the area of public policy, described
hierarchical control (bureaucratic) and delegated control (cultural) as
having very different effects on administrative complexity with the
former leading to greater complexity and the latter to less.

He

reported that "the crucial trade-off for policymakers is between more
complexity with greater hierarchical control and less complexity with
greater delegated control" (p. 3).

Whether a school division wants to

have a written transfer policy with regulations spelling out the
procedures may depend upon the results that the division's
administrators are looking for.

Elmore cautioned against creating too

much complexity in a situation where control is desired.
The problem . . . is that, while we can demonstrate that
greater hierarchical control produces greater compliance, we
cannot assure that greater compliance produces better results.
In fact, we could argue that, in some instances, there is a
negative relationship between compliance and better results
because resources used for regulation cannot be used for
service delivery (pp. 6-7).
Delegated control appears to have more potential for gaining
favorable results in the event of principal transfer.

With fewer

regulations and bureaucratic elements involved in the principal
transfer process, the principal should display a greater commitment and
thus will tend to feel more responsible for ensuring the ultimate
success of the transfer.
Individual and Organizational Succession Effects
Studying the potential succession effects which may result from
principal transfer can be aided by the framework developed by Miskel and
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Cosgrove (1985) .

These authors reviewed the leadership succession

literature using a modified version of Gordon and Rosen's (1981) model
which separated the study of succession into prearrival and postarrival
factors.

Miskel and Cosgrove described their framework for the study of

educational leader succession as a model that involved three stages:
(1) prearrival factors,

(2) arrival factors, and (3) succession effects.

Their first category— prearrival factors— which impacts upon the
succession of educational leaders consisted of:

reasons for succession,

selection process, reputations of leaders, and orientations of leaders.
Because the first two elements dealing with reasons for succession and
selection process have been examined earlier in this chapter, most of
the following material reports on studies that have examined succession
effects that relate to the reputation and orientations of principals.
Many of the findings are related to the differential effects that result
from having either "insiders" or "outsiders" as principals.

The

orientation of leaders has had implications for principal transfer
because all principals transferred within a particular division are
considered to be "insiders".

Much of the previous research on

succession in educational organizations has examined the effects of this
insider/outsider orientation (Miklos 1988).

Studies that have explored

the distinction between insiders and outsiders are important as a means
for examining the results that are anticipated when divisional
administrators fill a vacant principalship with one or the other type of
principal.
Miskel and Cosgrove's (1985) second stage— arrival factors—
contains areas that can be affected when a school receives a new
principal.

The authors described arrival factors as school
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effectiveness, successor actions, organizational structure, educational
programs, culture of the school, demography, and community.

These seven

factors can be categorized into effects on the principals, the schools,
and the divisions.

Effects on the principal are related to Miskel and

Cosgrove's subcategories of school effectiveness and successor actions.
Effects on the school are concerned with the organizational structure,
the educational programs, and the culture of the school.

Effects on the

division can be explained by examining the subcategories of demography
and community.
Miskel and Cosgrove's third major category in their framework—
succession effects— was developed in order to provide a focus for
analyzing changes that happen to the subcategories in their first two
stages.

Changes in leader reputations/orientations and changes in

arrival factors were designated as succession effects by these two
researchers.

"In other words, succession effects consist of

modifications in the prearrival and arrival factors that can be
attributed to changing administration" (Miskel and Cosgrove 1985, p.
100) .
Much of the research on succession effects reveals that the most
obvious changes that result from transferring principals are noticed in
the succession effects on the principals, the schools, and the
divisions.

Those people affected by a principal transfer tend to expect

one of the three effects to occur— positive change, negative change, or
no change at all (Brown 1982).
Effects ..related to reputation and orientation.

Changes in

prearrival factors probably have little importance in the study of
principal transfer because the orientations and reputations of all
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insider principals are quite similar and they remain so even after the
succession is completed (Hoy and Aho 1973; Hoy and Ganz 1977).

Most of

the insiders want to maintain the status quo and they work to achieve
that objective.

However, even though the reputations and orientations

of insiders probably will change very little as a result of the
principal transfer, the differential effects that people expect from the
particular orientation of their leader are significant.
Career mobility of elementary school principals and conflict with
the central office was examined by Crow (1987) in a study using eightynine principals from three counties surrounding a large midwestern city.
He found that the career histories of the principals— whether they moved
among several districts or confined their movements to one district—
impacted upon the amount of conflict that existed between themselves and
their superiors.

"Stayers" who remained in one district were more

likely to have smooth relationships with the central office (CO)
because:

they viewed the school and principal as powerless to fight,

they saw the role of the principal to be responsible for carrying out
the wishes of superiors, and they believed the views of the central
administration and the principal to be congruent.

In contrast, "movers"

were more willing to risk conflict with the CO because of their
past experiences in learning alternative responses to CO demands and
because their future careers were not dependent on current superiors.
Thus, Crow's (1987) study confirmed other research findings that
reported different orientations between people referred to as
insiders/outsiders (Carlson 1961) or as cosmopolitan/locals
(Kirschenbaum and Goldberg 1976) .
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Hoy and Aho (1973) examined the orientations of insiders and
outsiders when studying patterns of succession of high school principals
and organizational change.

Using a diverse sample of sixty public high

schools throughout New Jersey, Hoy and Aho analyzed principal and
teacher responses to questions which enabled the researchers "to explore
systematic differences in change orientations and in teacher-principal
relationships between principals who were insiders and those who were
outsiders" (p. 85).

Some significant findings were that high school

principal outsiders were less authoritarian, had greater emotional
detachment, evidenced a greater degree of influence with superiors, had
teachers who were more satisfied, had schools with a greater degree of
morale, had greater loyalty from their faculties, were more involved in
leadership roles in professional organizations, and more often were
perceived by their staff members as change agents.
Hoy and Aho (1973) advised that some caution be used in
interpreting the results of their study; however, they did determine
that— similar to Carlson's (1961) study of insider/outsider
superintendents— outsiders were more inclined to change the status quo.
In comparing these two studies, Hoy and Aho remarked that school boards
tend to go to outsiders when selecting superintendents, but
superintendents tend to select insiders for their principals— at least
for the high school level.

These insider principals were perceived to

be lacking in some administrative qualities, but it appeared that they
were being selected in greater numbers than were outsiders because the
superintendents desired stability.
Boards of education and superintendents should be aware that in
selecting an insider for the principalship, the likelihood of
maintaining the status quo in the school seems enhanced while
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the promotion of change in the school seems better advanced
when the successor is an outsider (Hoy and Aho 1973, p.88).
Hoy and Ganz (1977) replicated the previous study of secondary
principals by using a sample of elementary school principals from New
Jersey.

The researchers used thirty insider and thirty outsider

principals and some faculty from each of the sixty schools in order to
compare principals' leadership behaviors and teachers' reactions to
their schools as well as to their principals.

Some of their findings

contrasted somewhat with those reported in the previous study of
secondary principals (Hoy and Aho 1973).

The data suggested that

elementary insiders were more place-bound and were not as interested in
career mobility as were secondary insider principals.
Hoy and Ganz's study of elementary principals contained some other
unique findings for principals having an outsider orientation.
Outsiders were more career oriented than insiders were and, as a result,
outsiders saw that a change in jobs was necessary for advancement in the
profession.

Hoy and Ganz also reported that "the average tenure of the

outsider is only about half that of the insider (6 and 12 years,
respectively)" (p. 189).
Hoy and Ganz's (1977) research supported the close relationship
between organizational changes and the orientation of the leader.
The results of this study are similar in an important way to
those of other studies dealing with patterns of succession of
educational administrators. One finding remains consistent.
Whether the administrator is the superintendent, the secondary
principal, or the elementary principal, change is more likely
to occur from administrators who are outsiders rather than
insiders (p. 189).
Effects related to targeted areas.

Another factor that can

determine whether principals are able to direct successful change
efforts is their ability to select areas where change will make a
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difference.

The recent attention to analyzing the school effectiveness

studies demonstrates the desire of educational researchers to delineate
those factors that differentiate between effective and ineffective
schools.

These studies consistently mention the organizational climate

of the school and the leadership of the principal as having the greatest
impact on school effectiveness (Porter 1986).
Gunn and Holdaway (1986) examined the job satisfaction of senior
high school principals in Alberta in an attempt to find some predictors
of the influence of principals, their effectiveness, and the
effectiveness of their schools.

The responses of 113 principals

identified six of the most important indicators of a school's
effectiveness.

They are listed below as priorized by the principals:

(1) satisfaction, morale, or "spirit" of students and teachers;
(2) academic achievement in post-secondary institutions;
(3) satisfaction or supportive attitude of parents or
community;
(4) preparation of students to be responsible citizens;
(5) caring, professional attitude of competent teachers; and
(6) preparation for employment (p. 60).
McCleary, Brown, and Gale (1975) designed a study using a rating
of competency statements in order to discover the most important
functions in the role of the principal.

They used a national sample of

secondary school principals selected for their overall excellence in
developmental activities.

In ranking seven competency areas, the

principals gave the top two positions to the principal as school
climate leader and the principal as leader in community relations.

The

lowest areas were the principal and management and the principal and
student personnel.
a middle ranking.

The category of principal and instruction was given
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Bossert, Dwyer, Rowan, and Lee (1982) reviewed related literature
and research on the role of the principal as instructional manager and
found that the studies consistently reported that effective schools
have certain characteristics:
- a school climate conducive to learning— one free of
disciplinary problems and vandalism;
- a school-wide emphasis on basic skills instruction
- the expectation among teachers that all students can achieve;
and
- a system of clear instructional objectives for monitoring and
assessing students' performances (p. 35).
Bossert et al. (1982) noted that "current research and practice
have not identified clear relationships between what a principal does
and the concrete learning experiences children have in school" (p. 44).
However, the authors did report that principals' management behaviors
can have both direct and indirect effects on student learning.

The

authors developed a framework to guide further study on this topic; the
result was a model which used instructional organization and school
climate as the key features that can be affected by a principal's
management behavior.
Effects related to role of the principal.

The degree of change

that will occur because of leadership succession can be a result of the
leader's position in the hierarchy.

Movement in some positions may not

result in changes; however, this inability to develop and implement
innovations stands in opposition to common wisdom which expects
positive changes to happen.
Different levels of effects might reasonably be expected for
principals and superintendents. While principals are able
to influence school factors in a number of ways, many of
the options open to superintendents are not open to principals.
. . . Consequently, the paradox may be that even when
succession is precipitated by inadequate performance, a change
in principals may have only marginal effects on subsequent

59

school processes, structures, and outcomes (Miskel and Cosgrove
1985, p. 100).
Miskel and Cosgrove's opinion on the ineffectiveness of some
principals was supported by some research that found the superintendent
to have a more significant effect on innovation in schools (Knedlik
1968).

Other educational writers have refuted this finding by stating

that the principal is the key to innovation in schools (Goodlad 1984;
Sarason 1982) .
The relative importance of the principal in facilitating
innovation as contrasted with the role of the superintendent was
examined in a study done by Reynolds and Reynolds (1967) .

Their

analysis supported the conclusion "that the [e]ffect of the principal
upon the number of new practices adopted within a building is greater
than the effect of the superintendent" (p. 142).

In addition, their

examination of a sample of elementary principals, secondary principals,
and superintendents was used to determine if there was a relationship
between the succession pattern and reference group orientation of
principals and their abilities to innovate.

Their data for

superintendents and secondary principals supported Carlson's (1961)
findings where "outsiders" were more clearly associated with change
efforts than "insiders" because the outsiders perceived a greater need
for change.

Findings similar to Kirschenbaum and Goldberg's (1976)

study of cosmopolitan/local engineers were reported; the results
reported by Reynolds and Reynolds indicated that "cosmopolitans"
perceived a greater need for change and felt that they had a greater
power to innovate than did "locals."

Reynolds and Reynolds (1967)

found that the behavior of the principal in directing change depended
upon some crucial prerequisite factors.
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Change was expected to occur only when the administrator both
perceived a need for change and saw himself as having the power
to bring about the change. . . . An administrator's perceived
need for change and perceived power to innovate are thought to
be determined by personal attributes, characteristics of the
organization, and the interaction between the individual and
institutional variables (p. 143).
After principals have perceived the need for changes within their
school and have identified areas in which change is to take place, they
must utilize management strategies that are conducive to implementing
innovations.

The responsibility for change often is placed on the

principal because teachers often are perceived as being not willing to
initiate innovations at the school level.

Rutherford and Murphy (1985)

noted the ubiquity of change efforts in schools over the past fifteen
to twenty years and decided to investigate change in high schools with
a focus on teachers and their roles in and reaction to change.

They

interviewed a national sample of fifty-four teachers and found "that
high school teachers are more likely to be recipients of change than to
be initiators of change" (p. 26).

The teachers accepted direction from

the principal as the innovations were attempted.

This finding refuted

the common assumption that teachers were resistant to change unless
they had initiated it and, as a result of this inconsistency, the
authors called for more attention to be paid to the roles that teachers
can play instead of trying to reduce their negative reactions to
change.
At one time, teachers did have a lot of responsibility for making
the schools more effective; however, "the conventional wisdom today in
many quarters is that 'everything depends upon the principal"’ (Goodlad
1984, p. xvi).

Knezevich (1984) recognized that some forces were
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beyond the control or influence of the principal, but this fact does
not lessen the principal's responsibility or control over a large
number of areas.
There are other forces such as the facilitation of prudent
change, sensitivity to the community's changing needs,
effective utilization of resources, improving instruction,
enhancing the academic image of the school, effective studentfaculty relations, and school climate for which a principal can
be held accountable, at least to some degree (Knezevich 1984,
p. 336).
The role of the principal was examined by Huling-Austin,
Stiegelbauer, and Muscella (1985) as they studied the efforts of high
school principals in facilitating change.

They gathered data over a

three-year period from more than thirty American high schools and
discovered that principals utilize two main strategies in facilitating
school change.

"In the first strategy, the principal communicates a

vision for the school to the school staff. . . . The second strategy
adds principal's involvement to the articulated vision of the principal"
(p. 105).

The researchers found the second strategy to be more

effective; when principals "involve themselves with their staff in the
process, the outcomes benefit the change, the staff, the school as a
whole, and, hopefully, the principal's goals" (p. 107).
Sarason (1982) recognized the importance of the principal in
facilitating change; however, he expressed dismay at the lack of
preparation given to this important role.
. . . as an initiator or implementer of change the principal
is in a crucial role . . . neither by previous experience nor
formal training nor the process of selection is the principal
prepared for the requirements of leadership and the inevitable
conflicts and problems that beset a leader (p. 161).
Sarason mentioned the process of selection as one potential area
where the principal could be better prepared for his or her future role.
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This points to the importance that the study of leadership succession
has for transferred principals.

The topic of selection has relevance in

determining the relationship of the effect of principal transfer to
school improvement.
Effects related to principal transfer processes.

Since the

succession pattern of principals has been found to have an impact on
school improvements (Reynolds and Reynolds 1967), it appears natural to
assume that principal transfer will have some type of effect.

Rowan and

Denk (1984) assessed the effects of a change in principals on schoollevel basic skills achievement.

Their analysis of 149 schools in the

San Francisco Bay area concluded that "a change in principals at a
school did not affect basic skills achievement until the second year of
a new principal's tenure" (p. 517).

The researchers intentionally

selected principals who had served in their new schools for at least a
two-year period and this resulted in a confirmation of one hypothesis—
change in schools was slow to develop.

In addition, Rowan and Denk

reported that the effects of a principal change were conditional upon
the socioeconomic composition of the school.

Schools with a greater

proportion of needy students reported positive changes in academic
achievement as a result of receiving a new principal.
Even though these data report leadership effects that are slow to
develop and are conditional upon the socioeconomic context of the
school, the need for assessing the effects of principal transfer will
not be lessened in the future.
As school district administrators and local publics devote
increased attention to the role of the principals in school
improvement, and as principals are increasingly held
accountable for school outcomes, it is becoming more common for
school systems to appoint new principals to schools as a means
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of instructional improvement. As a result, there is a specific
need for information on the effects that occur in schools after
they change site administrators (Rowan and Denk 1984, p. 519).
Although the research appears to be somewhat contradictory as to
the ability of the principal to effect change, it can be logically
assumed that the "principal may be central to successful change because
they are best placed structurally to establish or at least affirm norms
for the whole school" (Firestone and Corbett 1988, p. 337) .
Recent research on principal succession has begun to follow the
increased interest in what has been referred to as the cultural
dimension of organizations (Smircich 1983) .

The sensemaking of

participants involved with a change in principals has been the focus of
several studies.

Principal succession has been interpreted from the

viewpoint of school faculty (Fauske and Ogawa 1987; Ogawa and Smith
1985), from the perspective of the new principal (Hart 1987), and from
both principals and teachers (Cosgrove 1986).

These recent studies are

modeled after the leadership succession framework suggested in the
reviews of succession literature conducted by Gordon and Rosen (1981)
and Miskel and Cosgrove (1985) . Much of this research followed Miskel
and Cosgrove's (1985) three stage model of prearrival factors, arrival
factors, and succession effects— at least to some degree.
Fauske and Ogawa (1987) decided to concentrate on the prearrival
stage of principal succession in hopes of extending Gephart'3 (1978)
thesis of status degradation.

Gephart had found that the forced

succession of a leader of a graduate students' organization resulted in
a negative effect— criticism of the outgoing leader.

Fauske and Ogawa

wanted to find out if thi3 were true also when a leader left for reasons
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of his own such as in a retirement.

The purpose of their study was "to

describe the manner in which the faculty of a public elementary school
made sense of the impending, unforced succession of its principal" (p.
25).

The researchers conducted two sets of interviews with the teachers

in a school over the final ten weeks of the 1982-1983 school term.
Observations were conducted and school documents were collected to aid
in researching succession effects.

Fauske and Ogawa's data did not

contain strong evidence identifying the presence of status degradation
toward the departing leader; therefore, only a limited acceptance of
Gephart's thesis was noted.

The outgoing leader was not of great

importance; the teachers were more concerned with who would be coming in
as the replacement.

An analysis of the data reported the recurrence of

three themes in the events leading to the succession— faculty sense of
detachment, fear, and expectation.

A few teachers felt detached because

of a sense of powerlessness and a desire to minimize the succession's
importance.

About eighty percent of the teachers were fearful because

of the unknown and a loss of autonomy.

The third phase that all

teachers expressed was that they had high expectations for the new
principal in the areas of teacher support, friendliness, and developing
a sense of unity.
Fauske and Ogawa (1985) completed a follow-up study using the same
school during the 1983-1984 school year.
sensemaking unfolded in three phases.

They found that the faculty's

Initial high hopes were replaced

by disenchantment when the school secretary was replaced after two
months.

The staff viewed the principal more critically after the

incident and this lasted until the spring.

By then, most had settled
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into their situations and all acknowledged the personableness of the
principal.
The initial framework for studying succession effects proposed by
Miskel and Cosgrove (1985) influenced Hart (1987) as she reported her
own perceptions as a new principal.

She discarded the notion of the

third stage— succession effects— and instead concentrated on the first
two stages by looking at perceptions and expectations that changed over
the first five-and-one-half months of the school year.

Hart examined

the succession events in light of environmental, personal, and social
dimensions.

She utilized interviews, observations, and school documents

to determine the issues that impacted upon principal succession.

Hart

stated that prearrival factors such as social congruence, outsider
status, appointment agent, and previous reputation had an impact on her
succession.

Arrival issues such as collegial support, perceptions of

intention, and environmental norms also were found to be relevant to the
successor's perspective.
While studies on leadership succession found that succession
causes some immediate effects due to what Grusky (1960) called
"disruptive aspects," one might argue that longer-term effects might be
more a reflection of the leadership abilities of the principal.

Hart

(1987) did not answer the question of ultimate effects of succession on
organizational performance in her study; she did not delve into this
area of general leadership effects.

Because a number of researchers

have concentrated on the disruptive short-term effects of succession
(Miskel and Cosgrove 1985), the results of principal transfer also
should be analyzed for their longer-term effects upon three areas— the
principals, the schools, and the divisions.
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Cosgrove (1986) studied principal successions over a period of
time in which a number of principalship appointments and principal
transfers were made within one particular school district.

Her sample

consisted of five elementary schools that were undergoing principal
succession and five similar schools that were not going to experience a
change in their principalships.

Cosgrove interviewed forty-eight

teachers and twelve principals in two phases:
place and after a one-year period.

before succession took

Her exploratory study gathered

information about the factors listed in Miskel and Cosgrove's (1985)
framework— prearrival factors, arrival factors, and succession effects.
The findings from Cosgrove's (1986) study supported the position
that principal succession affects elementary schools in a number of
ways.

Schools experiencing succession differed from non-succession

schools in the following areas:
principal emphasis;

(1) teacher knowledge of and types of

(2) teacher and principal reactions to mandates;

consensus about school themes or values;
principal influence on school culture;

(3)

(4) teacher attribution of

(5) degree of change in principal

focus, leadership style, and decision-making style;

(6) types of changes

in school culture; and (7) smoothness of the school year in the second
phase.

One of the areas in which Cosgrove found no difference was in

the level of teacher and principal job satisfaction.

One reason for the

absence of positive results in the no-effect areas may have been due to
the relatively short period of time in which effects were expected— one
year.

Previous studies have documented the importance of looking for

succession effects after a two-year time period (Rowan and Denk 198 4) .
Cosgrove did recommend that the second year theme be studied in
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subsequent research on principal succession.

She concluded her study

with some implications for practice.
The first implication for practice is that successor
principals should recognize that there are a variety of
responses to succession: different schools react in different
ways and numerous individual teacher responses can be
expected. . . .
The second implication for practice is the need to
acknowledge that succession is a process initiated by the
assignment of a new principal to a school, not a single
event. . . .
The third implication for practice is that principals
should forge ahead with needed changes. . . .
The fourth implication for practice is the need for
principals to recognize the limits of their influence on
schools: little influence on school culture is attributed to
principals, teacher autonomy is high, and teacher job
satisfaction is not related to teacher perceptions of the
principal. . . .
The final implication from the findings is that
district level decision makers should evaluate the frequency
with which they assign new principals to schools. . . .
Periodic rotation of principals would maximize the benefits of
reflection, implementation of changes resulting from fresh
outlooks, and assurance of responses to district goals
(Cosgrove 1986, pp. 126-28).

Summary
The literature and research on leadership succession and principal
transfer supports the premise that a change in leaders may result in one
of three types of possible outcomes:

positive, negative, or no effect.

The degree to which these succession effects are the result of a
principal transfer depend upon the areas that are affected— namely, the
principal, the school, and the division.

Differential effects also may

depend upon how the principal and staff accept the principal's role as a
change agent and what type of control mechanisms the division's
administrators use as a means for directing change.

An in-depth

analysis appears to be the only way to reveal the multitude of factors
that impact on principal transfer.
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Designing a comprehensive analysis of the principal transfer
process is conditional upon the linking of process and effects.
Studying one or the other in isolation has the potential to create even
more confusion in our limited knowledge of this organizational
phenomenon.

The transfer process can be examined for advantages and

disadvantages inherent in the present procedures as they are perceived
by transferred principals and their superintendents.

Transferred

principals can be studied for the effects of their insider orientation
on maintaining or changing the status quo.

Hoy and Miskel (1987) noted

that a comprehensive analysis of school effectiveness required the
inclusion of indicators from each of the four critical goals of their
integrated goal-system resource model.

Areas to be examined in this

present study of principal transfer are shown in brackets after each
goal mentioned by Hoy and Miskel:

1) adaptation (growth of the

principal), 2) goal attainment (achievement of students), 3) integration
(satisfaction of the principal and the teachers), and 4) latency
(loyalty of the principals' group and role and norm congruency of
principals by the community).
The importance of studying connections between the principal, the
division's administration, and the main actors and clients in the
educational system was clearly stated by Sarason (1982) .
More than any other single position in the American school
hierarchy, the principalship represents the pivotal exchange
point, the most important point of connection between teachers,
students, and parents on the one hand and the educational
policy-making structure— superintendent, school board, and
taxpayer— on the other (p. 180).
The methodology that appears to be most useful in examining these
connections as they are impacted by the process of principal transfer is
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qualitative research.

The complex nature of leadership succession and

principal transfer requires research that can describe the intricacies
of the transfer process and its succession effects.

Descriptive

research can aid school divisions in formulating policy and procedures
that will assist in gaining the desired effects.
Providing a check upon . . . the common sense notions upon
which policy-makers rely is an area where qualitative research
can potentially make a significant contribution through its
capacity to reflect the detail of the situations in which
policy-makers seek to intervene, and to reflect that from
inside the situation; the view from below, to counteract the
view from above (Finch 1986, p. 180) .
Understanding ways to improve the career development of principals
will require input from principals as well as superintendents.

The

importance of gaining the perceptions of both superintendents and
principals is critical in order to assist the career mobility of
education's mid-managers.

Improving the present system of principal

transfer in this manner is in line with the increasing emphasis on
cultural control in organizations.

Participative management techniques

are replacing bureaucratic directives as organizations seek to build
capacity in their employees rather than simply to ensure compliance
(Elmore 1980) .

Effective processes for transferring principals should

result in the pursuit of common goals as transfer serves to rejuvenate
individuals and renew the schools.
The methodology included in the next chapter was designed to
examine the critical factors involved in the process of transferring
principals.

The perceptions of superintendents and principals were

elicited as a means to improve the process of principal transfer and to
develop a greater understanding of potential succession effects.

CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY

This study was designed to describe and examine superintendent and
principal perceptions of division processes used in the transfer of
principals and to compare superintendent and principal perceptions of
anticipated and actual effects of principal transfer in five
metropolitan school divisions.

Information for this research was

gathered through interviews with the key players involved in principal
transfer in order to examine possible differences in superintendent and
principal perceptions.

This research examined the support for the

common sense notion that principal transfer can rejuvenate the
individual and/or renew the school by having positive succession
effects.

This chapter describes the sample, the instrumentation, the

collection of the data, and the method of data analysis.

Sample
The sample consisted of superintendents and principals in five of
the ten school divisions within the metropolitan boundaries of Winnipeg,
Manitoba.

The five non-participating divisions did not take part for

several reasons.

Two of these divisions had very few principal

transfers due to the number and variety of schools within their
boundaries.

One division participated in the pilot study for this

research and its data were not included here.
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One division
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superintendent was a recent appointment and could not be expected to
make an informed assessment of his transferred principals.

The

remaining superintendent declined the opportunity to participate.
Only two of the five metropolitan Winnipeg school divisions in
this study had a formal written policy for administrative transfer.

The

other divisions all had informal policies that encouraged principal
mobility to varying degrees.

The superintendents in each of the five

divisions had indicated that they believed in supporting principal
mobility by encouraging their principals to transfer schools after an
appropriate period of time in any one location.
All of the participants in this study had had experience with
principal transfer either as a superintendent or as a principal.

Each

of the five superintendents had been in his/her position for at least
three years.

Each superintendent had recently transferred division

principals either as a set of rotational transfers or as individual
moves when the need arose.

Each superintendent was asked to generate a

list of those principals who had undergone transfers in moving to their
present position between two and seven years ago.

The ten principals

selected for the study were chosen at random from these lists.

One

elementary principal and one secondary principal from each of the five
divisions was asked to participate in the study.

The first ten

principals who were contacted all agreed to take part in the research
interview.

Instrumentation
Development of the two interview instruments (see Appendix A), one
for superintendents and the other for principals, was based on an
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examination of the literature on principal succession and transfer.
Open-ended questions were developed to solicit superintendent and
principal descriptions of their division's procedure for transferring
principals as well as the effects they anticipated occurring and the
effects that actually did occur as a result of principal transfer.
Therefore, each instrument consisted of two major parts:

(1) transfer

process, and (2) anticipated and actual transfer effects.
In the initial section on transfer process, participants were
asked about the need for a written transfer policy, the description of
the transfer procedures used in their division, the perceived general
success of principal transfer, the strengths and weaknesses they
perceived in the existing transfer process, and the optimum time for a
principal to be in any one position.

The superintendents' descriptions

of their divisional transfer processes later were used as references for
a question in the interview given to their principals.

After the

descriptions of the transfer procedures received from the
superintendents were summarized and the superintendents were asked to
make corrections on the condensed versions, each of the corrected copies
was shown to both principals from that division in order to compare
their understanding of the process with the description provided by
their superintendent.
The responses of the superintendents and principals to the second
part of the instrument— anticipated and actual effects— were structured
by indicators of succession effects as derived from an existing model of
leadership succession.

Miskel and Cosgrove's (1985) "arrival" factors

of successor actions and school effectiveness were used to develop two
categories of effects upon individual principals:

(a) personal and
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professional growth, and (b) job satisfaction.

Several of their other

"arrival" factors— organizational structure, school culture, and
educational programs— were used to develop two succession effect areas
for determining the impact of principal transfer on the school.
school areas examined in this study were:
teacher job satisfaction.

The two

(a) student learning, and (b)

Miskel and Cosgrove's description of the

remaining "arrival" factors of demography and community contributed to
the development of two succession effect categories for the division:
(a) community relations, and (b) division principals (group morale,
collegiality, and/or openness to increased mobility).

Table 1 provides

a visual display of the categories covered by the second part of the
instrument.

TABLE 1
SECTIONS AND AREAS FOR PRINCIPAL
TRANSFER SUCCESSION EFFECTS

1. Effects on the Principal
a) personal and professional growth
b) job satisfaction
2. Effects on the School
a) student learning
b) teacher job satisfaction
3. Effects on the Division
a) community relations
b) division principals

The main difference between the superintendent and principal
instruments was in the wording of the questions on anticipated effects.
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This section asked each superintendent for the anticipated effects of
principal transfer according to his/her own expectations.

The

principals later were asked to state what they thought their
superintendent's expectations were.

The responses provided a means to

determine how well the principals understood the expectations of their
superintendent.
The questions about the actual effects of principal transfer were
identical for both the superintendent and principal interviews.

The

participants reported the actual effects that they perceived as a result
of principal transfer.
In addition to answering questions on the two-part interview, the
principals in the study provided some demographic data about themselves
and their present job situations.

These items included:

age, gender,

educational background, previous transfer data, school grade levels and
size of school, contract protection of salary, and change in salary
received when they moved to their present positions.

Data Collection
During March of 1988, the researcher obtained permission from each
of the five superintendents to conduct the research in his/her division.
A letter (see Appendix B) was sent to each of the potential subjects in
order to gain his/her written consent to participate in the study.

The

letter to the superintendents explained briefly the purpose of the
research, reassured the subjects about its uses, and emphasized the
confidential nature of their responses to the interview questions.
Several days after the letters were sent out, each superintendent was
called to obtain his/her approval to participate and to schedule an
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interview.

Interviews were conducted either in each subject's office or

else at another mutually agreed upon location.

The superintendents were

interviewed in April, 1988.
After an elementary and a secondary principal had been randomly
chosen from the list of transferred principals in each division, each
principal was contacted by letter (see Appendix B ) .

This letter was

similar to the one sent to the superintendents describing the nature of
the research and ensuring confidentiality.

A follow-up phone call to

each principal solicited his/her consent to participate and set up the
interview time and location.
June, 1988.

Principals were interviewed in May and

At each of the principal and superintendent interviews, the

instrument was explained briefly and then it was administered.

The

length of the interviews ranged from approximately one hour to an hourand-a-half in duration.

Data Analysis
The data obtained from the subjects in this study were presented
in narrative form and were accompanied by summaries in tabular form
wherever possible.

The data were analyzed by comparing the responses of

the superintendents to those of the principals.

The open-ended

responses to the interview questions were condensed to make the
comparison of responses easier.
The condensed data were presented in tables.

Responses to

questions from the first section of the instrument— transfer processes—
produced tables that reported superintendent and principal perceptions
on the following topics:

the need for written transfer policy, the

description of division transfer processes, the general success of
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principal transfer, the strengths and weaknesses inherent in the
existing transfer procedures, and the optimum tenure suggested for any
principalship.

Descriptive responses to the second section of the

instrument— anticipated and actual succession effects— were supported by
tables constructed for each division (A-E).

In these tables, the data

were condensed into word labels which described the particular
responses.
positive,

Four labels for succession effects were presented:

(1)

(2) mixed (responses that were both positive and negative),

(3) none (no effect), and (4) negative.

Data for the table which

summarized responses for all of the anticipated and actual responses
were coded for ease of comparison.

The use of symbols for positive

effect (+), mixed effect (±), no effect (o), and negative effect (-)
responses allowed for a large amount of data to be condensed and
displayed in tabular form.
The collection of interview data on the topic of principal
transfer was necessary in order to develop a better understanding of
this significant event.
in the following chapter.

Data from this study are presented and analyzed

CHAPTER IV
RESULTS AND ANALYSIS OF THE DATA

The study of principal transfer in five metropolitan Winnipeg
school divisions was designed to examine educational administrators'
support for the common sense notion that principal transfer can be used
to rejuvenate principals and/or renew the schools.

Interview data were

analyzed to determine the amount of agreement between transferred
principals and their superintendents as to the division processes used
in the transfer of principals and to its anticipated and actual
succession effects.

The data from this study are reported and analyzed

in this chapter.
The data are presented in three sections:

profile of the

respondents, analysis of responses to questions on transfer processes,
and analysis of responses to questions on succession effects.

The first

section presents a profile of the superintendents and the principals
based on information gathered from respondents and from division
statistics.

Superintendent and principal responses to questions on the

second and third sections of this chapter— transfer processes and
succession effects (see Appendix C)— were analyzed by means of
comparison and contrast.

The second section of this chapter analyzes

the responses to eight interview questions about the transfer processes
used in each of the five divisions.

Superintendent and principal

responses were compared in order to determine if there were any role
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and/or divisional inconsistencies.

The final section analyzes the

responses to six two-part (anticipated/actual) interview questions about
the succession effects of principal transfer.

The data presented here

were examined for evidence of positive succession effects which would
lend support to the common sense notion that principal transfer can
rejuvenate principals and/or renew the schools.

Profile of the Respondents
The profile of the respondents was separated into superintendents,
elementary principals, and secondary principals.

Superintendents
The Winnipeg superintendents in this study were profiled for
gender, years in present position, and size of division (student
population and number of schools).
Gender. Of the five participating superintendents, four were male
and one was female.
Years in present position.

The tenure of the superintendents in

their present positions ranged from four to eighteen years.

The average

length of superintendent tenure for these five participants was
approximately nine years.
Size of division.

In 1988, the five divisions involved in this

study ranged in enrollment size from 6,512 to 35,242 students.

The

average student enrollment of the five divisions was 14,419 students.
The number of school buildings ranged from a low of fifteen to a high of
eighty-two with the average being thirty-four buildings.

Discounting

the largest school division which raised the average considerably, the
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remaining four school divisions averaged approximately nine thousand
students housed in approximately twenty schools per division.

Elementary Principals
The elementary principals were profiled for eight specific areas
in order to provide information on their personal and professional
situations.
Gender. Of the five participating elementary principals, three
were male and two were female.
Age.

The ages of the elementary principals ranged from thirty-

nine to fifty-six.

The average age of the respondents was forty-eight.

Highest degree.

The highest degree attained by two elementary

principals was the masters degree in education.

One principal had a

pre-masters and each of the two remaining respondents had at least one
baccalaureate degree.
Number of years as principal in the division.

The range of years

as a principal in the division was from seven to fourteen years.

The

average number of years as a principal was eleven.
Number of principal transfers. Four of the five elementary
principals had been transferred once.

One principal had been

transferred twice in his career.
Years in previous position.

The number of years spent in their

previous positions ranged from two to twelve years.

The elementary

principals averaged six years in their previous principalships.
Years in present position.

The tenure of the elementary

principals in their present positions ranged from two to eight years.
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The average length of elementary principal tenure for these five
participants was six years.
Salary change as.a result of move to present.poaition.

Three of

the elementary principals received virtually the same salary as they
moved laterally to their new positions.

Two of the principals received

higher salaries as a result of the transfer.

Secondary Principals
The secondary principals were profiled for eight specific areas
in order to provide information on their personal and professional
situations.
Gender.

Of the five participating secondary principals, four were

male and one was female.
Age.

The ages of the secondary principals ranged from forty-two

to fifty-four.

The average age of the respondents was forty-five.

Highest degree.

The highest degree attained by one secondary

principal was an education doctorate.

Two principals had their masters

degrees in education, one principal had two baccalaureate degrees, and
the remaining principal had one baccalaureate degree.
Number of years as principal in the division.

The range of years

as a principal in the division was from six to fourteen years.
The average number of years as a principal was eleven.
Number of principal transfers.
principals had been transferred once.
transferred twice in their careers.

Three of the five secondary
Two principals had been
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Years in previous position.

The number of years spent in their

previous positions ranged from three to nine years.

The secondary

principals averaged five years in their previous principalships.
Years in present position.

The tenure of the secondary principals

in their present positions ranged from two to six years.

The average

length of secondary principal tenure for these five participants was
three years.
Salary change as a result of move to present position.

Two of the

secondary principals received the same salary as they moved laterally to
their new positions.

Two of the principals received higher salaries and

one suffered a drop in pay as a result of the transfer.

Analysis of Responses to Questions

on Transfer Processes
There were a total of eight transfer process questions asked of
the division superintendents in this study.

Six of the eight questions

were repeated for the elementary and secondary principals.

The

superintendents' responses to the two questions that did not require
principal responses— types of principal transfer and causes of principal
transfer— have been condensed and summarized.

Three of the remaining

six questions have had their data compared division-by-division for an
analysis of the different role perspectives of each division's
superintendent, elementary principal, and secondary principal.
three questions have been labelled:

These

need for written policy on

principal transfer, agreement/disagreement with description of principal
transfer process, and success of the principal transfer process.
remaining three question categories— transfer process strengths,
transfer process weaknesses, and optimum tenure before principal

The
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transfer— have been analyzed from a wider perspective by comparing the
role responses of all the superintendents to the responses of all the
elementary and secondary principals.

Types of Principal Transfer
The five superintendents were asked if they used a rotation of
principals, single principal transfers as the need arose, or a
combination of the two methods in moving their division principals to a
new principalship.

All of the respondents reported that they had used a

combination of the two types of transfer in the past.

Two division

superintendents planned for and used large scale principal transfer
plans at a time when they perceived the time to "be right."

They used

single principal transfers along with teacher promotions to
administration in order to fill vacancies in other years.

The three

other superintendents stated that single principal vacancies often grew
into larger scale principal rotations depending upon the interest in
movement expressed by their division's principals.
These data show that two distinct types of principal transfer took
place when a number of division principals were moved or rotated at the
same time.

The first type— a career/organizational development plan for

large-scale principal movement or principal rotation— involved
superintendents intentionally moving certain principals to different
positions because of the perceived need to do so.

Characteristics of

"mobile" principals were carefully matched to the needs of the available
positions.

The planning for this movement could take up to one year.

Divisions A and B have used this process. The second type of principal
rotation— a vacancy chain plan for principal transfer— was initiated in

83

each instance by advertising internally for a single vacancy which, when
filled by a principal transfer, produced a vacancy chain.

This vacancy

chain was then expanded by division principals who were interested in
moving into some other position that might become vacant.

A principal

transfer plan was created to place the "mobile" principals into new
positions.

This type of vacancy chain principal transfer often was done

during the last three months of the school year.

Divisions C, D, and E

have used this type of process.

Causes of Principal Transfer
The five superintendents were asked to name the causes that led to
a number of their principals being transferred all at the same time.

In

most cases, it was the creation of a principalship vacancy that either
"got the ball rolling" or pointed out the necessity for principal
transfer.

The respondents most often mentioned retirement as the cause

of a vacancy that would create principal movement within their division.
Principal promotion to the central office was another factor that
created openings.

New schools being constructed and changing the

composition of the academic programs at some of the others created
either the opportunity or the necessity for moving certain principals.
The "time was right for rotation" was mentioned by two superintendents
as they then developed a plan for transferring principals.

In one of

these cases, yearly principal reviews identified the necessity for
having a large scale movement of principals.
The data appeared to show that both a career/organizational
development transfer plan and a vacancy chain transfer plan often
involve the need to fill a single principalship vacancy in the beginning
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stages.

Greater possibilities for movement of division principals were

developed by creating interest in "openings" rather than by having two
principals simply "swap" their positions.

The superintendents preferred

to have a principalship vacancy as a reason to transfer principals or as
an incentive to get principals committed to movement.

Need for Written Policy on Principal Transfer
The five superintendents and ten principals were asked to express
their opinions as to the necessity for having a written divisional
policy to govern principal transfer.

Table 2 reports the condensed

responses for each division as either a "no" or "depends."

"No"

responses clearly reflected the perceived desire not to have a written
transfer policy; "depends" responses were more open to the possibility
of having a written transfer policy to ameliorate certain situations.
In the analysis of the data, principal responses were compared to those
of their own superintendent as well as to the summary of superintendent
responses.
The data identifed only one division (B) where the principals were
in complete agreement with their superintendent who stated that the
division should not have a written policy.

The division A and C

superintendents answered "depends" and "no” to the question of having a
written policy. The division D and E superintendents indicated that a
written policy would be desirable under some circumstances.

The

principals for divisions A and C were in partial agreement with their
superintendents as they split between "no" and "depends" responses to
the question.

Division D and E principals both disagreed with the
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responses of their superintendent by expressing a dislike for written
policy.

TABLE 2
NEED FOR WRITTEN POLICY ON PRINCIPAL TRANSFER

Division

Superintendent

Elementary Principal

Secondary Principal

A

depends

no

depends

B

no

no

no

C

no

depends

no

D

depends

no

no

E

depends

no

no

Three superintendents favored a written principal transfer policy
under the condition that it would clearly state the intent of transfer
and procedures but would not hamper the process by requiring a timeline
for principal movement (tenure).

The two remaining superintendents did

not want a written policy because they indicated that their present
policy was well understood and that it was effective in creating the
type of movement desired.
Elementary principals and secondary principals were strongly
against having a written policy.

Elementary principals in some

divisions claimed that the written procedures that were presently in
existence were sufficient.

Most of the others agreed that the present

process was well understood and that there was no need for having a
written policy.

Two elementary principals expressed confidence in the

86

ability of their divisional administrator to handle transfers with good
judgment; written policy was not necessary.

However, one principal

indicated that a written policy might be used to encourage movement with
aging administrators who preferred to remain in one position.
Secondary principals disliked written policy for reasons similar
to those given by the elementary principals.

Most of them indicated

that the present process was well understood and that the existing
procedures were fair.

The one secondary principal who reported some use

in having a written policy to encourage movement was against having a
policy that could result in unilateral decisions to move principals.
The responses of the participants to this question of written
policy tended to favor the use of the existing informal policies— and in
some cases the existing set of procedures— because everyone understood
the processes.

The biggest fear of a written policy was that it could

dictate the amount of principal tenure in any one position and either
force the principal out or force the board to do something with a
principal whom they did not wish to move.

To most respondents, a

written transfer policy appeared to represent a dictatorial,
bureaucratic practice that would replace the present system of respect
for the judgment of the division's superintendent.

Agreement/Disagreement with Description
of Principal Transfer Process
Superintendents and principals were asked to describe the
principal transfer process in their own divisions.

In addition, the

principals were asked to view their superintendent's description and
respond to any discrepancies.
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The descriptions given by each participant were condensed and
arranged by the researcher into eleven categories which represented the
fundamental steps involved in transferring principals.
procedural steps were:

The eleven

initiation, interview, data collection,

information processing, initial transfer plan, principal consultation,
school board approval, official notification, staff awareness, community
awareness, and orientation.

These eleven procedures made up the

description of the principal transfer process.

The responses to process

descriptions have been condensed further into symbols and displayed in
table 3.
The findings suggested that there was considerable agreement as to
the procedures followed in each of the principal transfer processes.
There were items of disagreement in only five of the eleven response
categories.

In total, there were only seven specific items of

disagreement in the fifty-five responses given by elementary principals.
The secondary principals disagreed with their superintendent only five
times in fifty-five responses.

Elementary principals in divisions A and

B agreed with their superintendent on every step of the principal
transfer process.

Secondary principals in divisions A, B, and C also

agreed with their superintendent on every procedure.

The elementary

principal in division C disagreed with the superintendent on only one
item— principal consultation.

The elementary principal in division D

disagreed on four items out of the eleven.
principal disagreed on two items.

The division E elementary

The secondary principal for division

D disagreed on three items while the secondary principal from division E
disagreed with two of the superintendent's descriptions of transfer
procedures.
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TABLE 3
PRINCIPALS' AGREEMENT/DISAGREEMENT WITH THEIR SUPERINTENDENT'S
DESCRIPTION OF THE PRINCIPAL TRANSFER PROCESS*

Division A-E
Superintendent
Procedural Statement

a)
b)
c)
d)
e)
f)
g)

h)
i)
j)

k)

Initiation
Interview
Data collection
Information processing
Initial plan
Principal consultation
School board approval
Official notification
Staff awareness
Community awareness
Orientation

♦Symbols:

Elementary Principal
Responses
by Divisions

Secondary Principal
Responses
by Divisions

A

B

C

D

E

A

B

C

D

E

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

—

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

—

+

+
+
+
+
+
+
+

-

-

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

+
+
+
+
+
+
+
+

+ = agreement with superintendent's response;
- = disagreement with superintendent's response.

Principals from divisions D and E had the most disagreements with
their superintendents' descriptions of the transfer process.

Both of

these divisions utilized a developing transfer plan which was designed
to fill in a vacancy chain created by an original opening.

The timeline

for completing the vacancy chain often was much shorter than the time
utilized in constructing a more deliberate divisional plan to transfer
principals.

The shortage of time may have led to some confusion in

understanding all of the procedures or problems in conducting the steps
as originally intended.
Initiation.

The first procedural step of initiation was in

reference to the actions taken by the superintendent and/or central
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office to make the principals aware of the possibility for transfer to
another school.

Two divisions (A and B) notified their principals that

a large scale principal transfer plan would take place during a
particular year.

The other three divisions waited for vacancies to

appear and then advertised the open positions in the spring of the year.
This first procedural step showed some evidence of confusion.

Division

D principals reported that advertisements for some open positions were
external as well as internal, but their superintendent reported that
only internal bulletins were used to advertise positions.
Interviews.

Interviews were the structured or unstructured

meetings that the principals had with the superintendents and/or
selection committees to examine their potential in filling the available
openings.

Three divisions were in complete agreement as to the process

involved here.

Division A used superintendent/principal meetings about

careers, division B used a yearly survey, and in division C all
applicants were interviewed by the selection committee.

Disagreements

with the procedures described arose with the respondents from divisions
D and E.

Superintendent D stated that all applicants were interviewed

and that some principals were encouraged to apply if they had not
already done so.

The division D principals reported that only

candidates on a "short list" were interviewed and they did not mention
anything about solicited applications.

The superintendent for division

E also stated that all applicants were interviewed and that some of the
applications were solicited.

In contrast to this superintendent

response, one division E principal mentioned that only candidates on a
"short list" were interviewed and the other principal stated that a
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superintendent/principal meeting to discuss careers was the only major
data source.
Data collection. Data collection for the identified positions was
the procedure which was followed by the superintendents and/or
committees in compiling data about principals and the need3 of schools
with vacancies.

All principals agreed with their superintendents'

descriptions as to the process involved.

Because transferred principals

were involved only in a small part of the data collection, they had to
assume that most of the superintendents' descriptions actually took
place.

Several items were common to most cases:

in-depth needs

assessments were done on schools which had principalship vacancies,
principals were asked for other preferences if they did not get their
first choice, and interview data were collected to gain the optimum
principal/school match.
Information processing.

Information processing was the procedure

by which the superintendents and/or committees decided on the best
matches between the principals and the schools.

The vast majority of

principals agreed with their superintendent as to the process involved.
The principals knew the make-up of the selection committees and/or the
key players involved in matching principals to the schools with
vacancies.

Two divisions (A and B) used their central office

administrators as the formulators of the principal transfer plan.

At

least one respondent from divisions B, C, and E reported using
committees with teacher, parent, and trustee representatives in order to
fill the original principal vacancies.

The procedure of information

processing by the committee was challenged by the elementary principal
from division E.

The superintendent and the secondary principal
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perceived that the division's superintendents were the main determinants
of principal placement.

In contrast, the elementary principal reported

that a committee composed of teacher representative, parent
representative, trustees, and the superintendents had an equal say in
which principals were selected for each vacancy.
Initial transfer plan.

The initial transfer plan was the direct

result of the information processing stage.

All principals agreed with

their superintendents as to their division's procedure here.

As

mentioned previously, divisions A and B had their transfer plans
developed well in advance by their central office administrators.

The

remaining three divisions had their central office administrators
develop their transfer plans after the selection committee had filled
the original principalship vacancies in the spring of the year.
Principal consultation.

This type of consultation referred to any

meetings that took place between the principal being moved and the
superintendent after the initial plan had been formulated.

Principals

in divisions A and B agreed with their superintendents as to the
procedure whereby the superintendent held a confidential meeting with
each principal being moved.

Only the specific details that dealt with

that particular principal's circumstance were discussed.

All of the

other divisions reported some disagreement or confusion with this
procedure.

The superintendents in the remaining divisions reported that

there was no consultation with principals after the transfer plan was
formulated.

One principal from each of these divisions disagreed saying

that someone from the superintendent's department did notify them in
confidence.
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School board a pp r ov al .

School board approval was the official

approval or public vote to endorse the principal transfers.

All

principals were in agreement with their superintendents regarding the
procedure where the school board discussed all of the potential
placements at a private or in-camera meeting.

The agreed-upon transfer

plans were approved later at public meetings.
Official notification.

This procedure was the official

communication that the principal received as a result of the public
decision of the school board.

Once again, all principals agreed with

their superintendents regarding the specifics involved.

In one case,

all division principals were called to a meeting with the superintendent
the day after the school board meeting to receive information on the
transfers.

The other divisions had their superintendents or central

office administrators phone the successful (and sometimes unsuccessful)
candidates after the school board meetings or, in one circumstance,
early the next morning.
Staff awareness.

Staff awareness identified the procedure by

which the division and/or principal notified school staff of the
impending change.

All respondents were in agreement here.

Most of the

principals and superintendents reported that staff meetings were held in
the schools affected by principal transfer and, in many cases, an
administrative bulletin was sent to all of the schools or to each
divisional employee.
Community awareness.

The community awareness stage represented

the procedure by which the community was informed of the principal
transfer.

Most of the principals agreed with their superintendents

regarding the mechanism for communication with the community.

School
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newsletters were the most frequent response given by the respondents.
Some discrepancies were reported by division D in that the
superintendent stated that parent committees were informed of the
transfer decision; however, one principal stated that the
superintendent's department notified the community and the other
principal reported that the school had the responsibility for informing
the parents.
Orientation.

Orientation was the label for the process by which a

principal became familiar with his/her new school.

All principals were

in agreement with their superintendents regarding the procedures
followed in their own particular division.

Most of the respondents

reported an orientation procedure that involved the new principal
meeting the school's staff and being involved in some of the planning
for the following year.

The time and specifics of orientation often

were left to the principal's discretion.

One division reported that

orientation takes place only if there is time and if both principals are
willing to cooperatively plan for the future.
The responses to the eleven procedural steps involved in
transferring principals appeared to confirm that the principals had a
high degree of understanding of their division's principal transfer
process.

Division principals agreed with their superintendents on most

of the categories involved.

Disagreements, however, pointed to some

areas where communication between superintendents and principals might
have been lacking.

The rationale behind certain procedures involved in

the interview process was confusing to some of the principals involved
in the shorter term transfer process— the developmental or vacancy chain
transfer plan.

The same type of confusion or disagreement arose in the
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category of principal consultation.

Several discrepancies were in

evidence when the principal transfer plan was carried out in a rushed
manner; there was not enough time for principal consultation.

A final

area of slight disagreement— community awareness— may have been the
result of miscommunication regarding who was to have responsibility for
informing the community and how it could be accomplished satisfactorily.
In summary, the descriptions of the transfer processes generally
reflected positive agreement and lent support to the earlier responses
resulting from the question on written policy.

Previously, most

respondents had stated that they did not want a written policy because
the present process was well understood.

Strengths of the Principal Transfer Process
Table 4 lists many of the condensed responses of superintendents,
elementary principals, and secondary principals regarding the strengths
that they perceived as inherent in the principal transfer process.
data appeared to indicate several areas of agreement.

The

The correct

matching of principal strengths to school needs was one of the more
positive attributes of the principal transfer process.

Individual

rejuvenation reportedly was heightened through meeting new challenges.
Principal and school growth through the expectation of and opportunity
for change was mentioned numerous times as was the opportunity for
consultation given to some of the principals.

The data indicate many

justifications for why principals should participate in the process of
principal transfer.
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TABLE 4
PERCEIVED STRENGTHS OF THE PRINCIPAL TRANSFER PROCESS

SiiP-gxintfiiidents:
-

creates movement opportunity
input from several sources— fair process
principal strengths are utilized
identifying and meeting needs of the school— matching
creates expectation of change
trust in senior administration
identify principal readiness for challenge
new perspective is gained
individuals are rejuvenated
loyalty to the division and to common goals is developed

Elementary Principals:
-

change encourages growth
lots of superintendent support, consultation, honesty
principal ownership in move
plenty of time to consult with new school
identified short list of candidates eliminates wasted time
transfer process is well understood
change is good for the principal and the school
mobility is positive— legitimizes moves
matching the needs of the school

Secondary Principals:
-

growth in exposure to new parameters
consultation important
identification of challenges
matching principals to schools correctly
variety of representatives on committee
well-established process— respect
good for community relations
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Weaknesses of the Principal Transfer Process
Table 5 lists many of the condensed responses given by
superintendents, elementary principals, and secondary principals
regarding the weaknesses that they perceived in the principal transfer
processes which existed in their divisions.
were common to many of the respondents.
prominent in their comments.

Several areas of concern

Lack of communication was

Many administrators stated that career

development should be part of an ongoing discussion between the
superintendents and the principals.

Many principals stated that the

superintendent should do more consulting with them after they began
their new jobs.

For some of the administrators, the process of

principal transfer appeared to be too political; the equal weighting of
decisions for each member of the selection committee and the absence of
a divisional principal evaluation process apparently did not identify
the true merits of the principals.

Many indicated that the interview

process was not sufficient in gathering the data needed for an informed
decision.

Principals as well as superintendents expressed frustration

when their divisional transfer process could not dislodge some of the
"oldtimers" from their principalships.

Success of the Principal Transfer Process
Superintendents and principals were asked whether they thought the
principal transfer process was successful in matching the strengths of
the principal with the needs of the school.

Table 6 reports a condensed

version of their responses which have been compared division-by-division
as well as contrasted by the three respondent roles.
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TABLE 5
PERCEIVED WEAKNESSES OF THE PRINCIPAL TRANSFER PROCESS

Superintendents:
-

difficult to get matching data from new situations
problem with getting hard data (surveys are soft)
salary protection is only for two years in downward moves
principal salaries are not protected
principals who should move do not apply
problems can arise with committee members who have equal say
division short list is accessible only every three years
process can be too political
career planning is not included
too much emphasis on interviews— not merits

Elementary Principals:
-

should depend more on principal merit— use evaluations
anxiety results if process is not regular every few years
principals may not have the choice of staying put
entrenched principals do not move
too much emphasis on politics
lacks career counselling
more community public relations needed
lack of consultation— rationale not given
suspicion if process is not same for all
stigmatized if you apply too often

Secondary Principals:
-

some principals remain too long in one school
principal evaluation should be used to add merit to decision
restricted talent pool
a clearer mandate should be given to the new principal
disruption of initial years should be recognized— time needed
process is too political— merit not demonstrated
interviewing process is time consuming
identified shortlist every three years is restricting
choice is not necessarily given
vacancy chain is closed off due to external appointments
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TABLE 6
PERCEIVED SUCCESS OF THE PRINCIPAL TRANSFER PROCESS

Comments

Response

Division A
Superintendent
Elementary principal
Secondary princpal

yes
yes
yes

good match with community
changed a static staff
personal challenge was met

Division £
Superintendent
Elementary principal
Secondary principal

yes
yes
yes

careful planning— good match
school needed my qualities

Division C
Superintendent
Elementary principal
Secondary principal

yes
yes
yes

proper match— revitalization
good background— initiatives

. . . .

•

•

.

•

Divisicji x>
Superintendent
Elementary princpal
Secondary principal

yes and no
yes
yes

no: favored principal moved
a positive match
best candidate was chosen

Division E
Superintendent
Elementary principal
Secondary principal

yes and no
yes
yes

most cases positive
match was successful
school and principal benefit
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Three divisions had principals who agreed with their
superintendents regarding the success of principal transfers.

In

contrast, principals in division D and E did not completely agree with
their superintendents; they stated that their own experiences were very
successful.

The superintendents from divisions D and E had had some

problems with their larger scale principal transfers as both experienced
at least one negative case.

Perhaps the D and E principals were four of

the more successful transfer experiences and therefore the discrepancies
with the responses of superintendents were not very relevant.

Another

reason why principal responses were overwhelmingly positive may have
been that a positive response was the only option for the principals to
choose; a negative response may have reflected poorly on the type of job
that the principal was doing; therefore, a positive response seemed to
be the safest alternative.

Qptimum..Tenure before Principal Transfer
Superintendents and principals were asked to state the number of
years that they felt would be the optimum time that a principal should
stay in any one position before being transferred.

The results

displayed in table 7 revealed that the role responses were similar to
each other.

Superintendents and elementary principals recommended a

minimum-maximum range from five to ten years depending on the
circumstances surrounding the need for transfer.

Secondary principals

supported a slightly narrower range of five to eight years.

When the

results were averaged for each group of respondents, superintendents and
elementary principals favored an optimum time of eight years in the
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principal3hip before transfer.

Secondary principals were only slightly

different with an average recommendation of seven years.

TABLE 7
RECOMMENDED OPTIMUM TENURE IN YEARS FOR ANY ONE PRINCIPALSHIP

Elementary
Principals

Secondary
Principals

Division

Superintendents

A
B
C
D
E

8
5-10
8-10
5-6
5-6

6-7
7-8
10
8
5-7

7-8
7-8
5-8
6-8
5-7

Range:

5-10

5-10

5-8

Average:

8

8

7

The findings appear to represent a reluctance to move principals
before they have had at least five years in any one position.

In

addition, the respondents favored a maximum of eight to ten years as the
most time that a principal should remain in one school.

The data

suggest that a period of seven to eight years in any one principalship
might be the ideal time for the principal and superintendent to consider
the potential of principal transfer as a means to rejuvenate the
principal and/or renew the school.

Analysis of Responses to Questions
on Succession Effects
This third section of the chapter reports the data gathered on
perceived succession effects of principal transfer.

Succession effects

questions were elicited for three categories— the principal, the school,
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and the division.

The "principal" category contained the subcategories

of personal and professional growth and job satisfaction.

The "school"

category contained the subcategories of student learning and teacher job
satisfaction.

The "division" category contained the subcategories of

community relations and division principals (group morale, collegiality,
and/or openness to increased mobility).

The superintendent and

principal responses to interview questions were analyzed for each
division and later summarized as a comparison of role responses.

In the

first analysis, the elementary and secondary principal responses were
compared to their superintendent's perceptions of anticipated and actual
succession effects.

The data were examined for evidence of positive

responses in support of the common sense notion favoring the existence
of principal transfer.

In addition to this analysis, the responses were

examined for superintendent/principal agreement on both the actual and
anticipated effects of principal transfer.

Each division's results have

been displayed in one of five separate tables in order to facilitate
comparison of responses division-by-division.

A summary table

containing symbols for positive effect, mixed effect, no effect, and
negative effect responses has been provided to condense the data from
this entire succession effect section; this enabled a comparison and
contrast of superintendent, elementary principal, and secondary
principal role responses to follow the individual division perspectives.

Division A Results
Table 8 reports the data from division A.

The superintendent for

division A anticipated positive succession effects for five of the six
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TABLE 8
SUCCESSION EFFECTS OF PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
AS PERCEIVED BY SUBJECTS IN DIVISION A

Succession Effect
Categories

Superintendent A

Elementary
Principal A

Secondary
Principal A

The Principal
1. Personal and
professional growth
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
positive

positive
positive

2. Job satisfaction
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
mixed

positive
mixed

The. School
3. Student learning
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
positive

positive
positive

4. Teacher job satisfaction
a. anticipated
b. actual

mixed
mixed

positive
positive

positive
positive

The Division
5. Community relations
a . anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
mixed

mixed
positive

6. Division principals
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
positive

positive
positive
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"anticipated" effect questions.

Teacher job satisfaction was the only

area where an effect other than positive was anticipated to occur; the
response to this question was mixed.

In regard to "actual" succession

effects, the superintendent perceived mixed results occurring in the
subcategories of principal job satisfaction, teacher job satisfaction,
and community relations.

In giving a mixed response to the questions in

this area, the superintendent noted that there were some positive and
some negative reactions to principal transfers that had been undertaken
in the past.

The three other areas— principal personal and professional

growth, student learning, and division principals— received a positive
superintendent response to the question of "actual" succession effects.
In conclusion, the overall superintendent response for "anticipated"
effects was more positive than the response for "actual" effects.
The responses of the division A elementary principal rated ten of
the twelve "anticipated" and "actual" succession effects as positive.
The elementary principal agreed with the superintendent that principal
transfer had mixed "actual" effects on principal job satisfaction and
community relations.

The only disagreement with the superintendent's

responses appeared when the elementary principal "anticipated" and
perceived more positive "actual" effects concerning teacher job
satisfaction.
Similar to the responses of the elementary principal, the
secondary principal from division A gave positive answers to ten of the
twelve succession effect questions.

The secondary principal agreed with

the superintendent that principal transfer had mixed "actual" effects
for principal job satisfaction.

Like the elementary principal, he

perceived more positive effects in the area of "actual" teacher job
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satisfaction than did the superintendent.

The other two responses where

there was superintendent/principal disagreement related to the same
area— community relations.

In this category, the principal's response

to anticipated effects was mixed and the response to "actual" community
relations effects was positive— the reverse of the superintendent's
answers.
It would appear that division A principals tended to be in
agreement with their superintendent for many of the "anticipated" and
"actual" succession effects.

Due to the fact that twenty-eight of the

thirty-six responses were positive and that there was a high degree of
agreement (only five principal disagreements), principal transfer seems
to be perceived as a positive experience in division A.

The results in

this division appeared to be very favorable in support of the common
sense notion that positive succession effects are anticipated and
actually do occur as a result of principal transfer.

Division B Results
Table 9 reports the data from division B.

The superintendent for

division B anticipated positive succession effects for five of the six
"anticipated" effect questions.

Teacher job satisfaction was the only

area where an effect other than positive was anticipated to occur; the
response to this question was mixed.

In regard to "actual" succession

effects, the superintendent perceived mixed results occurring in the
subcategories of principal job satisfaction, teacher job satisfaction,
and division principals.

In giving a mixed response to these

subcategories, the superintendent perceived that both positive and
negative effects resulted from principal transfers.

The other areas of
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TABLE 9
SUCCESSION EFFECTS OF PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
AS PERCEIVED BY SUBJECTS IN DIVISION B

Succession Effect
Categories

Superintendent B

Elementary
Principal B

Secondary
Principal B

The Principal
1. Personal and
professional growth
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
positive

positive
positive

2. Job satisfaction
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
positive

positive
positive

The School
3. Student learning
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
positive

positive
positive

4. Teacher job satisfaction
a . anticipated
mixed
b . actual
mixed

mixed
positive

mixed
mixed

The Division
5. Community relations
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
positive

positive
positive

6. Division principals
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
mixed

positive
mixed
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principal personal and professional growth, student learning, and
community relations all received positive ratings on "actual" effects.
In conclusion, the overall superintendent response for "anticipated"
effects was more positive than the response for "actual" effects.
The responses of the division B elementary principal rated ten of
the twelve "anticipated" and "actual" effects as positive.

The

elementary principal agreed with the superintendent that principal
transfer had mixed "actual" effects on division principals.
Disagreements with the superintendent came only in the areas of "actual"
principal job satisfaction and "actual" teacher job satisfaction.

The

principal rated both areas as positive which was in contrast to the
superintendent who perceived mixed results to occur.
Similar to the responses of the elementary principal, the
secondary principal from division B gave positive answers to nine of the
twelve succession effect questions.

The secondary principal agreed with

the superintendent that principal transfer had mixed effects for
"anticipated" teacher job satisfaction in this division.

They also

agreed that there were mixed "actual" effects for teacher job
satisfaction and for division principals.

This principal, similar to

the elementary principal, saw "actual" principal job satisfaction as
being more positive than did the superintendent who noticed some problem
areas.
It would appear that division B principals tended to be in
agreement with their superintendent for many of the "anticipated" and
"actual" succession effects perceived; there were only three
disagreements with the superintendent's responses.

The fact that, in

total, they reported twenty-seven positive effects out of thirty-six
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possibilities indicated the promise that division B administrators
perceived for the process of principal transfer.

The very high

percentage of superintendent/principal agreement reinforced this
positive perception of transfer.

The results in this division appeared

to be favorable in support of the common sense notion that positive
succession effects are anticipated and actually do occur as a result of
principal transfer.

Division

C.

Results

Table 10 reports the data from division C.

The superintendent for

division C responded positively to all six "anticipated" effect
questions and a mixed response was given for three "actual” effect
areas— principal personal and professional growth, community relations,
and division principals.

The remaining areas— principal job

satisfaction, student learning, and teacher job satisfaction— received a
positive response to the question of "actual" succession effects.

The

overall superintendent response for "anticipated" effects was more
positive than the response for "actual" effects.
The responses of the division C elementary principal rated eight
of the twelve "anticipated" and "actual" effects as positive.

The

elementary principal agreed with the superintendent on only six items.
The one area of disagreement on the "anticipated" effect responses came
in the subcategory of community relations.

Disagreements with the

superintendent appeared in five of the "actual" effect areas where
positive student learning was the only item on which they agreed.

In

relation to the superintendent's responses, this elementary principal
perceived more of a positive effect to take place in principal growth
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TABLE 10
SUCCESSION EFFECTS OF PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
AS PERCEIVED BY SUBJECTS IN DIVISION C

Succession Effect
Categories

Superintendent C

Elementary
Principal C

Secondary
Principal C

The Principal
1. Personal and
professional growth
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
positive

positive
positive

2. Job satisfaction
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
mixed

positive
positive

The School
3. Student learning
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
positive

positive
mixed

4. Teacher job satisfaction
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
mixed

positive
positive

The Division
5. Community relations
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

mixed
positive

positive
positive

6. Division principals
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
negative

positive
mixed
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and in community relations.

The superintendent perceived more positive

effects in principal and teacher job satisfaction.

The elementary

principal reported that the principal transfer process actually had a
negative effect on the principals from division C.
The secondary principal from division C gave positive answers to
ten of the twelve succession effect questions.

The secondary principal

agreed with the superintendent that principal transfer had positive
"anticipated" effects on all six subcategories.

They also agreed that

there were mixed "actual" effects for division principals and positive
effects in other areas.

The secondary principal perceived more positive

"actual" effects in the areas of principal growth and community
relations; however, he reported that the relationship between principal
transfer and student learning was rather tenuous and, therefore, gave it
a mixed response.
It would appear that division C principals tended to disagree with
their superintendent on several of the perceived succession effects.
Even with overwhelmingly positive "anticipated" responses indicating
principal understanding of superintendent expectations, the process of
transferring principals was perceived to have "actual" effects that
hindered its potential.

The nine disagreements appeared to indicate

some disappointment with the existing principal transfer process;
however, twenty-seven positive effects out of thirty-six possibilities
indicated that division C administrators perceived a certain amount of
promise for the process of principal transfer.

The results in this

division lend some support to the common sense notion that positive
succession effects are anticipated and actually do occur as a result of
principal transfer.
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Division D Results
Table 11 reports the data from division D.

The superintendent for

division D responded positively to five of the six "anticipated" effect
questions.

A mixed response was given for "anticipated" teacher job

satisfaction.

A mixed response also was given for four of the "actual"

effect areas— principal job satisfaction, student learning, teacher job
satisfaction, and community relations.

Only the two remaining areas—

principal growth and division principals— received a positive response
to the question of "actual" succession effects.

The overall

superintendent response for "anticipated" effects was much more positive
than the response for "actual" effects.
The responses of the division D elementary principal rated nine of
the twelve "anticipated" and "actual" effects as positive.

The

elementary principal agreed with the superintendent on eight items.

The

one area of disagreement on the "anticipated" effect responses came in
the subcategory of teacher job satisfaction.

Disagreements with the

superintendent appeared in three of the "actual" effect areas.

In

relation to the superintendent's responses, this elementary principal
perceived more of a positive effect to take place in student learning
and in community relations.

This elementary principal reported that the

principal transfer process had a negative effect on the principals from
division D.
The secondary principal from division D gave positive answers to
eleven of the twelve succession effect questions.

The secondary

principal agreed with the superintendent that principal transfer had
positive "anticipated" effects on five of the six subcategories.

They

also agreed that there were mixed "actual" effects for principal job
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TABLE 11
SUCCESSION EFFECTS OF PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
AS PERCEIVED BY SUBJECTS IN DIVISION D

Succession Effect
Categories

Superintendent D

Elementary
Principal D

Secondary
Principal D

The Principal
1. Personal and
professional growth
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
positive

positive
positive

2. Job satisfaction
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
mixed

positive
mixed

The School
3. Student learning
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
positive

positive
positive

mixed
mixed

positive
mixed

positive
positive

The Division
5. Community relations
a . anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
positive

positive
positive

6. Division principals
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
negative

positive
positive

Teacher job satisfaction
a . anticipated
b. actual
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satisfaction.

The secondary principal perceived more positive "actual"

effects in the areas of student learning, teacher job satisfaction, and
community relations than did the superintendent.
It would appear that division D principals tended to agree with
their superintendent on a large number of the perceived "anticipated"

*

and "actual" succession effects; however, there were a total of eight
areas of disagreement.

Overall, the respondents gave a positive rating

to twenty-seven of the thirty-six items indicating a certain amount of
promise for principal transfer.

The results in this division lend some

support to the common sense notion that positive succession effects are
anticipated and actually do occur as a result of principal transfer.

Division E Results
Table 12 reports the data from division E.

The superintendent for

division E responded positively to all six of the "anticipated" effect
questions; however, a mixed response was given for five of the six
"actual" effect areas.

The only subcategory where the superintendent

perceived positive effects to actually occur was in the area of effect
on division principals.

The overall superintendent response for

"anticipated" effects was much more positive than the response for
"actual" effects.
The responses of the division E elementary principal rated eight
of the twelve "anticipated" and "actual" effects as positive.

The

elementary principal agreed with the superintendent on eight items.

The

areas of disagreement were exclusively related to the "actual" effect
responses.

In relation to the superintendent's responses, this

elementary principal perceived more of a positive effect taking place in
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TABLE 12
SUCCESSION EFFECTS OF PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
AS PERCEIVED BY SUBJECTS IN DIVISION E

Succession Effect
Categories

Superintendent E

Elementary
Principal E

Secondary
Principal E

The Principal
1. Personal and
professional growth
a. anticipated
b . actual

positive
mixed

positive
none

positive
positive

2. Job satisfaction
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
mixed

positive
mixed

The School
3. Student learning
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
positive

positive
mixed

4. Teacher job satisfaction
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
mixed

positive
ppsitive

The Division
5. Community relations
a . anticipated
b. actual

positive
mixed

positive
positive

positive
positive

6. Division principals
a. anticipated
b. actual

positive
positive

positive
mixed

positive
mixed
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student learning and in community relations.

The principal perceived

that there was no effect on the principal's personal and professional
growth as a result of lateral transfer, whereas the superintendent
acknowledged that there were at least some positive and some negative
effects.

This elementary principal reported that the principal transfer

process had a mixed effect on the principals from division D; this was
in contrast to the positive response given by the superintendent.
The secondary principal from division E gave positive answers to
nine of the twelve succession effect questions.

The secondary principal

agreed with the superintendent that principal transfer had positive
"anticipated" effects on all six subcategories.

They also agreed that

there were mixed "actual" effects for principal job satisfaction and
student learning.

The secondary principal perceived more positive

"actual" effects to occur in the areas of principal growth, teacher job
satisfaction, and community relations than did the superintendent.

The

principal's response to the effect of transfer on division principals
was not as positive as the response from the superintendent.
It would appear that division E principals unanimously agreed with
their superintendent on the perceived "anticipated” effects; however,
there were a total of eight disagreements by the principals on the
"actual" succession effects perceived by the superintendent.

With only

twenty-four of the thirty-six categorical responses reporting positive
effects, the participants seemed to have some doubts about the
usefulness of principal transfer in their division.

The results in this

division lend support to the common sense notion that positive
succession effects should be anticipated; however, the effects that
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actually do occur as a result of principal transfer are not nearly as
positive.

Summary of Results .on Succession Effect Questions
Table 13 summarizes the "anticipated" and "actual" succession
effects that superintendents and principals perceived as a result of
transferring principals.

Each of the six categories has been examined

in order to see differences in perceptions for the three roles of
superintendent, elementary principal, and secondary principal.
Principal personal and professional growth.

All three groups of

educational administrators overwhelmingly "anticipated" positive effects
in the area of principal personal and professional growth.

They

expected that principal transfer would serve to rejuvenate principals by
having them experience the challenge of a new situation.
In terms of "actual" effects, eighty percent of the administrators
claimed that positive effects did occur as principals grew in their
personal and professional lives after being transferred.

Two

superintendents had mixed views in this area; they perceived less growth
than they had anticipated in several cases.

The lack of growth stemmed

from principals who relied on their old methods to operate in a new
situation.

One elementary principal claimed that he had not grown as a

result of transfer; the experience had not changed him in any
significant way.
A comparison of superintendent and principal responses showed few
disagreements in this area.

Educational administrators quite strongly

expected that a principal's personal and professional growth would be
enhanced as a result of principal transfer.

In most cases, the expected
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TABLE 13
SUMMARY OF PERCEIVED SUCCESSION EFFECTS RESULTING
FROM THE PROCESS OF TRANSFERRING PRINCIPALS*

Elementary
Principals

Secondary
Principals

A B C D E

A B C D E

N

%

1. Principal personal
and professional
growth
a . anticipated
+ + + + +
b. actual
+ + ± + ±

+ + + + +
+ + + + o

+ + + + +
+ + + + +

15
12

100
80

2. Principal job
satisfaction
a . anticipated
b. actual

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

± + ± ± ±

± + + ± ±

15
4

100
27

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ + ± + ±

15
11

100
73

+ ± +

+ + ± ± ±

+ ± + + +
+ ± + + +

10
7

67
47

+ + + + +

±

± + + + +

+ + + + +

13
10

87
67

15
6

100
40

Succession
Effect
Categories

Superintendents
A B C D E

+ + + + +
± ± + ± ±

3. Student
learning
a. anticipated
b. actual

+ + + + +
+ + + ± ±

4. Teacher job
satisfaction
a. anticipated
b. actual

± ± + ± +
± ± + ± ±

5. Community
relations
a . anticipated
b. actual

+ + + + +
± + ± ± ±

6. Division
principals
a. anticipated
b. actual

♦Symbols:

+ + + + +
+ ± ± + +

+ +

+ + + +

+ + + + +

+ + + + +

+ ±

+ ± ± + ±

-

-

±

Positive
Responses

+ = positive effect; ± = mixed effect; o = no effect;
- = negative effect of principal transfer.
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improvement and rejuvenation in the principal's personal life and career
was perceived as actually having occurred.
Principal -job satisfaction. All of the educational administrators
agreed that the succession effects they "anticipated" for the category
of principal job satisfaction were positive.

If a principal's

satisfaction levels did not increase immediately with the prospect of a
new job and possibly a higher salary, the longer term effect of
principal transfer was that there would be an increase in the
principal's job satisfaction.

In some cases, principal transfer was

expected to relieve the pressure on principals who found themselves in
difficult situations.
The responses for "actual" effects on principal job satisfaction
were far less promising; only twenty-seven percent of the study's
subjects responded positively to this question.

Four out of the five

superintendents gave a mixed response to the "actual" effect of transfer
on job satisfaction.

They realized that some principals had a difficult

time adjusting to their new positions in the beginning.

Elementary and

secondary principals tended to agree with the responses of their
superintendents; only three of the ten principals answered in a positive
manner to the question.

Many of the principals stated that the initial

year in their new position was difficult; they felt more comfortable
sometime during their second year.

By the third year in their new

position, they experienced increased job satisfaction because many of
their school-based initiatives finally had brought results.

A number of

principals reported the feeling of rejuvenation as they involved
themselves in building their staff and in improving relationships with
the community.
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The compiled responses of superintendents and principals indicated
a lot of agreement with the expectation that principal transfer will
have a positive effect on a principal's job satisfaction.

The drop in

positive responses in answer to the question of "actual" effects on
principal job satisfaction appears to be the result of problems
experienced by many principals in their first year in a new position.
All superintendents and principals were aware that principals needed
time to build staff, initiate changes, and improve working and social
relationships in their specific situations.

It was stated that

promising results occurred after some time in the new principalship;
therefore, principal transfer was perceived to produce certain positive
effects eventually.
Student learning.

Once again, one hundred percent of the

educational administrators agreed with the expectation that principal
transfer would have positive effects.

They "anticipated" that improved

expectations for student learning expressed by the principal would be
met by the staff.

The teachers were expected to improve their teaching

methods in line with new initiatives and because of an improved school
climate.

The students were expected to benefit from having a new

building principal due to the improvements the principal would make in
the areas of curriculum and instruction.

It was expected that principal

transfer would renew the school.
Seventy-three percent of the administrators perceived that
"actual" effects on student learning were positive.

Superintendents and

secondary principals were more skeptical than were elementary
principals.

Other than the problem of assessing learning outcomes as a

result of principal transfer, superintendents and secondary principals
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perceived that student learning did increase in many instances; however,
the amount and type of learning gained was related to whether teachers
had accepted and implemented promising initiatives.

On the other hand,

elementary principals were in agreement that their teachers were very
accommodating to school-wide initiatives that were designed to enhance
student learning.
The compiled responses of superintendents and principals in the
area of student learning indicated some role disagreement, but in
general the responses were very positive both for "anticipated" and
"actual" outcomes.

The educational administrators indicated that

positive effects of principal transfer in the area of student learning
depended heavily upon staff acceptance of new initiatives— a form of
school renewal.

Improvements were expected to occur in student

learning; however, the actual degree to which a school improved was
perceived to be a direct result of the work the principal did with the
teaching staff.
Teacher job satisfaction.

This category rated the lowest response

regarding positive effects that were "anticipated" as a result of
principal transfer.

Only sixty-seven percent of the subjects in this

study expected teacher job satisfaction to improve.

Superintendents

were more pessimistic than were the elementary and secondary principals;
they perceived the "anticipated" succession effect on teachers to vary
considerably with the individuals involved.

The principals expected

that principal transfer would affect the teachers positively over time
if not initially.

Some principals reported that as new principals they

were expected to "prove" themselves constantly.
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In response to the "actual" effects question, superintendents
appeared to regard the succession event as an unsettling time for
teachers.

Some staff members were perceived to be anxious and somewhat

fearful of what the change in leadership might bring.

The elementary

principals appeared to be in agreement with this assessment.

These

principals indicated that time was required in order to make any
significant improvement in the level of job satisfaction for many of the
teachers; rapid change was not a positive step in this regard.

Most of

the secondary principals stated that the level of teacher job
satisfaction improved in their schools once the teachers became involved
in school-wide improvement initiatives.
The compiled responses of superintendents and principals pointed
out the difficulty in assessing the feelings of individual teachers
toward the prospect of having a new principal.

Because of this problem,

the respondents were reluctant to anticipate or report positive
succession effects for the category of teacher job satisfaction.

The

superintendents had some difficulty in accurately assessing the "actual"
level of teacher job satisfaction; they had to rely on problems that
were brought to their attention.

An absence of problems led to the

assumption that things were going well.

Secondary principals, in a

manner similar to the superintendents, assumed that things were going
well in the absence of identified problems.

Elementary principals,

however, reported many difficulties involved in trying to initiate
school-wide efforts that required full staff acceptance.

This category

of teacher job satisfaction was a difficult one to analyze because
attaining positive results often depended upon the nature of the
previous incumbent in the principalship— something over which the new
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principal had no control.

The complexity of relationships that

individual teachers have had with previous and present principals made
this area a difficult one to assess accurately.
Community relations.

Superintendents and principals responded

quite favorably to "anticipated" succession effects on community
relations.

Superintendents were unanimous in their positive response;

only one elementary and one secondary principal reported mixed effects
for their answers.

Principal transfer was an attempt to match the

community's interests with the strengths of the new principal;
therefore, superintendents expected that the community should be very
accepting of a new school administrator.

Elementary and secondary

principals "anticipated" that the principal transfer would have a
positive effect on community relations although it probably would be
affected by the existing situation.

If change was needed, the

respondents anticipated that the school's community would be very
accepting of a new principal.
A noticeable discrepancy existed between the superintendent and
principal responses for "actual" effects on community relations.
Superintendents perceived that the effect of principal transfer on
community relations was mixed in many cases.

They noted that there had

been some problems in having the community accept new principals and in
community reluctance to part with good administrators.

Four of the five

elementary principals and all five secondary principals mentioned that
community relations improved in their situations.

The principals

recognized the importance of school-initiated public relations in
communicating to the community that learning was taking place.
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The compiled responses for the category of community relations
indicated that many of the subjects in this study perceived that
principal transfer would have a positive effect on the community.

The

overall perspective indicated that principal transfer was capable of
renewing the school and, therefore, it could improve community relations
within the division.
Division principals.

All participants in this study agreed that

positive effects could be anticipated as a result of having principals
transfer after a period of time in one location.

Improved morale in the

principals' group was one effect mentioned by several administrators.
Enhanced collegiality was expected to take place as principals improved
their divisional perspective by moving to other positions.

The

existence of principal transfer could serve to enhance mobility within
the principals' group and rejuvenate expectations for future careers.
"Actual" effect responses were not as positive; only forty percent
of the superintendents and principals stated that principal transfer had
a positive effect on the group of principals.

Superintendents noted

some mixed effects because certain principals refused to see the
positives involved in a move to a new location.

Their reluctance to

move impacted in a negative way upon the body of division principals.
Two elementary principals mentioned that principal transfer had a
negative succession effect on division principals.

They cited the

threatening aspects, tension, dissension, and procedural flaws as
evidence of critical defects.

The principals' group may have become

suspicious and fragmented as a result of transfer procedures not carried
out in an "above board" manner.

The secondary principals agreed with

their elementary counterparts; it was suggested that the transfer
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procedure was not accomplished to everyone's satisfaction in some of the
divisions.

Ironically, in one division a poorly-executed transfer

process served to unite the principals' group in opposition to the
existing procedures.
This final area examined by the study— succession effect on
division principals— was perhaps one of the most critical in terms of
potential for positive effects.

The compiled responses of

superintendents and principals indicated a noticeable discrepancy
between "anticipated" and "actual" succession effects.

If problems are

evident, as they appear to be with some groups of principals, reducing
the reluctance of principals to move to a different location may be
difficult.

The short and long term effect of this difference in

perception between the "anticipated" and the "actual" effects might be
that certain principals will become even more entrenched.
The data collected and analyzed in this study have important
implications for superintendents and principals in regard to the future
success of principal transfer.

Chapter 5 presents a summary,

discussion, and recommendations for this topic of transfer processes and
succession effects.

CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, DISCUSSION, AND RECOMMENDATIONS

This chapter includes a summary of the findings, a discussion of
the findings, and several recommendations for future practice and
research.

Summary
The purpose of this study was to determine the perceived value of
principal transfer by examining and describing superintendent and
principal perceptions of divisional transfer processes and their
perceptions of anticipated and actual succession effects.
research question to be answered was:

The general

To what extent do transferred

principals and their superintendents agree on the transfer processes and
the anticipated and actual effects of principal transfer?

Chapter 4

presented the superintendent and principal perceptions of transfer
processes and the accompanying analysis of the data reported the amount
of agreement that was found in their answers.

The amount of agreement

that the principals had with the responses of their superintendents on
anticipated and actual transfer effects was analyzed and is summarized
later in this chapter.
The sample for this study consisted of five school division
superintendents and ten principals— the superintendent, one elementary
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principal, and one secondary principal from each division— representing
five of the ten metropolitan school divisions located in Winnipeg,
Manitoba.

Each of the superintendents and principals participated in an

interview with the researcher.

All of the superintendents had been in

place for at least four years and all had experienced the process of
transferring principals.

The tenure of the transferred principals

ranged from two to seven years in their present positions.

The

literature has shown that perceptions of people may change after a
period of time; therefore, the responses of the transferred principals
may have been influenced by the amount of time that had passed since
their transfers.

The data collection instrument consisted of questions

divided into two sections:

1) transfer processes, and 2) anticipated

and actual transfer effects.
Data gathered on the first section— transfer processes— consisted
of answers to eight questions asked of the superintendents and six
questions asked of the principals.

For the second section— anticipated

and actual effects— superintendents and principals were asked to answer
twelve questions— an anticipated effect question and an actual effect
question on each of six topics.
Responses to questions on the first section indicated moderate to
very high agreement both within and among the three groups—
superintendents, elementary principals, and secondary principals.

The

superintendents' responses to the two transfer process questions that
were not asked of the principals indicated that there were common
approaches taken in transferring principals within Winnipeg school
divisions.

All superintendents reported using a combination of single

transfers and multiple or large-scale rotational transfers as the need
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arose.

Two distinct types of principal transfer were found to occur

when superintendents transferred a number of principals at the same
time.

The first type was a year-long career and organizational

development process where the superintendents moved several principals
into new locations by the end of the school year.

An optimum match

between each principal's strengths and the needs of each school with a
vacancy determined their placement.

The second type of transfer was a

progressing vacancy chain that lasted for several months at the end of a
school year.

It was caused by an initial vacancy and expanded to a

number of positions as several principals responded to the initial
opening and to the vacancy created when the position was filled by an
"insider."

The superintendents also agreed on the primary circumstance

which caused principal transfers to take place; most of the
superintendents mentioned that the large-scale principal transfer began
with an initial vacancy due to a principal retirement.

Two

superintendents reported that they had initiated at least one largescale transfer due to the need for career development of the division's
principals— "the time was right."

In this situation, transfers were

made on a less voluntary basis than were those in the vacancy chain, but
it appeared that the career development transfers always included the
important step of individual consultation between the superintendent and
the principals being moved.
This individual consultation procedure was confirmed when the
superintendents and principals were asked to describe the steps involved
in their divisional principal transfer processes.

There was almost

complete superintendent/principal agreement on which procedural steps
were used in the divisions where communication was an integral part of
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the process.

More disagreements were in evidence when the principals

did not have at least minimal input into the transfer plan.

The

interview question on procedures produced data that were categorized
into eleven steps common to most of the divisional transfer processes.
The transfer process steps were:

initiation, interview, data

collection, information processing, initial plan, principal
consultation, school board approval, official notification, staff
awareness, community awareness, and orientation.

The principal transfer

process appeared to be understood reasonably well in each of the five
divisions; the principals were in agreement with their superintendents
on 98 out of 110 possible descriptions of procedural steps.
In response to the question of the need for a written divisional
policy for transferring principals, the superintendents were more open
to the idea than were the principals; however, all respondents expressed
reluctance to have a policy that would dictate precise timelines for
principal movement.

Two divisions had formal written policies that did

not specify the number of years that a principal could remain in one
position before being considered for transfer.

Several participants

responded that the informal processes used in their divisions were wellunderstood and that they did not require further direction.
Superintendents and principals perceived that the transfer
processes contained strengths that were conducive to success.

The

correct matching of principal strengths and school needs, the promise
for individual rejuvenation, and the potential for principal and school
growth were mentioned in several instances.

Justifications were given

to support the value of participating in a large-scale principal
transfer.
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Weaknesses in the principal transfer processes were identified;
these drawbacks pointed to some common areas of concern.

Both

superintendents and principals mentioned the need for better career
planning and better evaluation methods for collecting the necessary
transfer data.

Respondents indicated frustration with a transfer

process that was "too political"; some of them indicated that the
placements were not always based on the merits of the principal.
Principals wanted more consultation with their superintendent during the
transfer process as well as after they had been placed in the new
position.

Some superintendents and principals complained that their

existing transfer processes were not able to dislodge principals who
needed to move.
The perceived success of the principal transfer process was
supported by positive statements from both superintendents and
principals.

Other than mentioning a couple of bad experiences that had

occurred in individual cases, the superintendents perceived principal
transfer as a very positive process.

The principals were unanimous in

their positive responses to the question of whether their own transfer
experience was successful.
The final question on the transfer process section asked the
superintendents and principals for their perceptions of the optimum
number of years that a principal should remain in any one position
before being subject to transfer.

All responses indicated a reluctance

to move principals before they had at least five years in a particular
placement.

On average, the superintendents and principals favored an

optimum principalship tenure of seven or eight years.
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Responses to questions on the second section— anticipated and
actual transfer effects— indicated that there was agreement between
superintendents and principals.

All participants were asked to respond

to questions dealing with the superintendents' expectations for
succession effects and to questions about transfer effects that had
actually occurred.

The superintendents and principals gave their

perceptions of anticipated and actual effects in the following areas:
principal personal and professional growth, principal job satisfaction,
student learning, teacher job satisfaction, community relations, and
group of division principals.

Their answers were summarized as positive

effect, mixed effect, no effect, or negative effect.
Table 14 gives summary ratings for the amount of agreement that
the responses of the principals had with the responses of their
superintendents.

If the responses given by nine or ten principals

agreed with the responses given by their superintendent, the transfer
effect category was given a rating of "very high."

Lesser agreement

resulted in a categorical ratings classified from "high" through
"moderate" to "iow" agreement.
Superintendent and principal responses for the anticipated effect
questions were very positive.

Superintendents perceived that positive

succession effects were likely to occur in five of the six areas
examined; however, several superintendents perceived that "mixed"
effects on teacher job satisfaction would occur.

The perceptions of the

principals closely matched the responses of their superintendents and
indicated a moderate to very high level of agreement in the six
anticipated effect areas.

The principals agreed with the overwhelmingly

positive answers of the superintendents.

All participants reported
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TABLE 14
SUMMARY OF AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE RESPONSES OF THE PRINCIPALS
AND THE RESPONSES OF THEIR SUPERINTENDENTS ON THE EFFECTS OF TRANSFER*

Number of
Principal Agreements

Rating

Anticipated effects
1.

Principal personal and
professional growth

10

very high

2.

Principal job satisfaction

10

very high

3.

Student learning

10

very high

4.

Teacher job satisfaction

6

moderate

5.

Community relations

8

high

6.

Division principals

10

very high

Actual effects
1.

Principal personal and
professional growth

6

moderate

2.

Principal job satisfaction

7

high

3.

Student learning

6

moderate

4.

Teacher job satisfaction

4

low

5.

Community relations

3

low

6.

Division principals

6

moderate

♦Ratings:

9-10 = very high; 7-8 = high; 5-6 moderate; 0-4 = low.
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positive anticipated effects for principal personal and professional
growth, for principal job satisfaction, for student learning, and for
the group of division principals.

The anticipated effects of transfer

received several mixed effect responses in the areas of teacher job
satisfaction and community relations; however, this type of response was
few in number.
Superintendent and principal responses for the actual effect
questions were not as positive as the responses given for anticipated
effects.

Their answers indicated that mixed effects had occurred in a

number of the divisions; in most cases at least some initial problems
had been experienced.

Superintendents were more likely to give a mixed

response than were the elementary and secondary principals; the
principals perceived that more positive outcomes had occurred.

Overall,

the most positively rated actual effect areas were principal personal
and professional growth, student learning, and community relations.
Superintendents and principals perceived more of a mixed actual effect
for the group of division principals, principal job satisfaction, and
teacher job satisfaction.
Each division in this study handled the large-scale principal
transfers in slightly different manners, but there was much agreement on
the positive nature of the processes and the succession effects.

The

results of this study appear to show that the principal transfer process
lent support to the common sense notion that transfer can rejuvenate
individual principals and/or renew their schools.

Superintendents,

elementary principals, and secondary principals were in "moderate" to
"very high" agreement with a considerable number of the positive effects
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that were anticipated and later realized as a result of principals being
transferred.
The principals in this study agreed with their superintendent on
many of the procedures used in the principal transfer process.

In the

two divisions that used a year-long career/organizational development
process to create the transfer plan, there was complete agreement on the
procedures for transferring principals.

The three other divisions used

a vacancy chain transfer process with varying results.

One division had

a career development component to identify administrative potential; the
principals in this division understood most of the transfer procedures.
The final two divisions had principals who disagreed a number of times
with their superintendent's description of the transfer process; a lack
of emphasis on communication created several misunderstandings dealing
with procedures.

The findings appeared to indicate that a greater

degree of understanding was associated with a principal transfer process
that was longer-term and contained some career and organizational
development.
The principals in this study were in very high agreement with
three anticipated effect areas responsed to by their superintendents.
The other three areas received moderate to high agreement ratings.
Another finding was that the superintendents unanimously anticipated
positive effects to result from principal transfer in five of the six
topical areas.

In the area of teacher job satisfaction, several

superintendents anticipated that principal transfer probably would have
mixed results.

Two of the ten principals agreed with this mixed effect

assessment; however, others answered more positively.

The findings
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appeared to indicate that principals understood their superintendent's
positive expectations for principal transfer.
The principals in this study disagreed with some of the
perceptions of their superintendents as to actual transfer effects.

The

ratings of agreement ranged from low to high with three areas receiving
a "moderate" rating.

The principals who displayed the most agreement

were in the two divisions where the career/organizational development
transfer process was used.

On the six topical areas, principals'

responses moderately agreed with their superintendent's positive
assessment of actual principal personal and professional growth and
actual student learning.

There was moderate agreement on a variety of

positive and mixed responses for the group of division principals.

The

principals' responses were in high agreement with the mixed effects
superintendents perceived for actual principal job satisfaction.

Low

agreement between superintendents and principals occurred in their
perceptions of actual effects for teacher job satisfaction and community
relations.

The areas of disagreement may have been a reflection of the

different perspectives that principals and superintendents have in their
respective jobs.

The principals may have reflected on their own

experience as positive or on extreme examples in the division that were
negative.

Principals chose a mixed response when referring to their own

initial difficulty and to the later satisfaction they received when
successful initiatives were implemented.

The superintendents may have

been likely to claim a mixed effect due to the larger number of positive
and negative transfer examples that they had seen.
Another finding that was revealed through the analysis of the data
concerned the degree of change in the responses given for the
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anticipated and actual effects.

Most of the differences between

superintendent and principal responses from the anticipated effect
answers and the actual effect answers were changes from positive to
mixed.

This change in response should not be perceived as unusual

because actual experience does not always attain the expectations that
are anticipated to occur.

In two areas— principal job satisfaction and

division principals— the change away from the positive anticipated
effect was very dramatic.

This finding appeared to indicate that the

principal transfer process was not doing what it was expected to do for
improving the job satisfaction of principals and for encouraging
mobility and cohesiveness of the divisions' principals .

This could be

a reflection of initial difficulties in the new position, it could be
the result of lack of communication, or it could be related to faulty
processes for transferring principals.

This finding clearly points to

the need for greater clarification and communication of the processes
and effects of principal transfer.

Discussion
The results of this study on principal transfer appear to indicate
considerable support for the common sense notion that principal transfer
can be a positive experience for both transferred principals and for the
schools to which they move.

The amount of agreement between

superintendents and principals in this regard suggests that divisions
should periodically use a large-scale principal transfer to rejuvenate
principals and renew the schools.
This study identified two distinct transfer processes used in
metropolitan Winnipeg school divisions.

The results of the data
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analysis appeared to favor a career/organizational development process
rather than the procedures involved in completing a vacancy chain.
There was more agreement between the responses of the superintendents
and principals who participated in the longer-term process.

Apparently,

division administrators must have a longer span of time in which to
carefully match the needs of the school with the strengths of the
principal.

There was less uncertainty when principals described their

career/organizational transfer process, and it appeared that this
transfer process produced more collaboration between the superintendents
and the principals in these divisions.

The vacancy chain process was

cause for some negative responses to actual effects.

The divisions that

use this process may have to reexamine their procedures in order to
produce positive transfer effects in a greater number of areas.
This study was able to identify four areas where very positive
succession effects were anticipated— principal personal and professional
growth, principal job satisfaction, student learning, and the group of
division principals.

The analysis of the data indicated two areas where

superintendents and principals perceived positive effects to actually
occur— principal personal and professional growth and student learning;
there were four areas where mixed effects were perceived to actually
occur— principal job satisfaction, teacher job satisfaction, community
relations, and the group of division principals.

Superintendents and

principals should not be disappointed if transfer effects are not
entirely positive in these "mixed" effect areas.
The high number of agreements between the principal responses and
the perceptions of their superintendents could be an indication of
strong cultural linkages in these educational systems which have been
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described previously as being "loosely-coupled."

Principals in this

study appeared to understand the expectations of their superintendents.
The superintendents should be pleased with this finding because the
potential for achieving positive actual effects may be enhanced when
principals can relate to these positive expectations.

This agreement on

the expectations perceived by the superintendents probably was a result
of the superintendents' systems of division-wide communication as well
as the principals' common sense perception that transfer can be good for
the individual as well as the school.
This study emphasized the importance of the initial period
following a principal transfer.

The disruptions associated with the

first couple of years in a new position point to the need for keeping a
principal in place for at least five years, barring any unusual
circumstances.
This study of the processes and effects of principal transfer was
useful in examining how people perceive transfer as disruptive as well
as invigorating.

Interviewing superintendents and principals helped to

develop a better understanding of principal transfer by focussing
"attention on the ways in which succession is an opportunity as well as
a threat" (Gouldner 1962, p. 56) .

Recommendations
Although this study of principal transfer was limited in the
amount and specificity of data that could be gathered, the findings were
useful in developing a set of recommendations for practice and for
further study.
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Recommendations for Practice

1.

School division administrators— the school board, the
superintendent, and the principal— should examine the potential of
career development processes like principal transfer in order to
enhance leadership successions in the schools.

2.

School division administrators should examine the procedural steps
contained in their principal transfer processes in order to fine
tune certain steps and to correct inherent flaws.

Input should be

solicited from all personnel affected by principal transfers
including teachers and parents.

Specific items in the process

should include giving the principal at least some choice of
locations and providing the necessary communication to assure an
understanding of the rationale behind the individual moves.
3.

Superintendents should communicate clearly with principals,
teachers, and the community as to the purposes and the procedures
of the principal transfer process prior to its initiation.

4.

Superintendents should communicate their expectations for principal
mobility and the effects that can be anticipated to happen to
principals, to the schools, and to the divisions.

5.

Principals should be involved in decisions about their careers with
the superintendent on an ongoing basis (at least once a year)
rather than just at transfer time.

6.

Principals should develop leadership skills that will enable them
to minimize disruptions caused by their transfers and help them to
implement and institutionalize school improvement strategies.

7.

Colleges and universities that train superintendents and principals
in educational administration should include the topic of principal
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transfer and succession planning in courses on personnel and
organizational behavior.

Recommendations for Further Study
1.

Further study should be undertaken into the intricacies of the
principal transfer process as it is used by other divisions.

2.

Future research should replicate this study by using a larger
sample in different geographic areas and by conducting the research
over a longer period of time.

Longitudinal interviews should take

place prior to transfer, during the transfer process, and then at
least two years after a principal transfer has been made.
3.

Further study into principal transfer should take place using the
perceptions of students and teachers along with the perceptions of
superintendents and principals.

4.

Further study should take place regarding specific leadership
styles required when principals transfer into positions where the
incumbents have had varying degrees of success.

Following in the

footsteps of an effective principal may require different
leadership behaviors than following an ineffective school
administrator.

This study has demonstrated that principal transfer is a
significant event in the life of the principal, the school, and the
division.

The data on the processes and effects of principal transfer

in several metropolitan Winnipeg, Manitoba school divisions have lent
much needed empirical support to the common sense notion that transfer
can rejuvenate principals and/or renew the schools.

This study has
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shown that principal transfer elicits very positive expectations from
the key players involved in the process— superintendents and principals.
Positive effects that do result from principals being transferred appear
to be a function of the procedures and personalities involved in this
form of leadership succession.

The task presently is to facilitate the

smooth transfer of principals in order to maximize the benefits to the
principals, the schools, and the divisions.

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A
THE INTERVIEW INSTRUMENTS FOR
SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS— PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
Superintendent— Part One
Superintendent ____
Division __________
Date ______________
Time ______________
The questions below are designed to gain a perspective on the
principal transfer process in your division. Of particular interest is
the large-scale rotation or lateral movement of principals to another
school. In this study, a transfer is defined as movement from one
principalship to another for the purposes of individual rejuvenation
and/or organization renewal. Principal transfer is a move to another
principalship regardless of any change in grade level or in school size
being administered.
1.

If your division does not have a written policy for principal
transfer, do you see the need for one? Please elaborate.

2.

Does your division have a periodic rotation of principal transfers,
individual transfers as opportunities arise, or a combination of the
two?

3.

If your division has undertaken a transfer of principalships, what
caused the present transfer process to be initiated in each case?

4.

Please describe each step of the large-scale principal transfer
process in your school division.

5.

What do you see as the strengths of the principal transfer process?

6.

What concerns do you have with the present process for transferring
principals to another position?

7.

Were the principal moves successful in producing the most desirable
matches between principals and their new schools?

8.

What do you feel might be the optimum number of years that a
principal should remain in one position barring any unusual
circumstances?
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PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
Superintendent— Part Two
Superintendent ____
Division ____

The following questions are designed to identify possible
succession effects of principals who have transferred from one
principalship to another for the purposes of rejuvenation and/or
organizational renewal. The interview questions ask you to describe the
anticipated and the actual effects of a principal moving to a different
school. Your responses will be categorized according to the following
areas:
1) anticipated and actual effects on the principal
2) anticipated and actual effects on the school
3) anticipated and actual effects on the division
Effects on the Principal

Question #1.
a) What are the anticipated or desired effects of lateral transfer
on the personal and professional growth of the principal?
b) What are the actual effects of lateral transfer on the personal
and professional growth of the principal?
Question #2.
a) What are the anticipated or desired effects of lateral transfer
on the level of job satisfaction of the principal?
b) What are the actual effects of lateral transfer on the level of
job satisfaction of the principal?
Effects on the School
Question #3.
a) What are the anticipated or desired effects of lateral
principal transfer on student learning in the school?
b) What are the actual effects of lateral principal transfer on
student learning in the school?
Question #4,
a) What are the anticipated or desired effects of lateral
principal transfer on teacher job satisfaction in the school?
b) What are the actual effects of lateral principal transfer on
teacher job satisfaction in the school?
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Effects on the Division
Question #5.
a) What are the anticipated or desired effects of principal
transfer on community relations?
b) What are the actual effects of principal transfer on community
relations?
Question #6.
a) What are the anticipated or desired effects of principal
transfer on the collective body of division principals?
b) What are the actual effects of principal transfer on the
collective body of division principals?
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS— PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
Principal— Part. One

Principal ____
Division ____
Date _____________
Time _____________
The questions below are designed to gain a perspective on the
principal transfer process in your division. Of particular interest is
the large-scale rotation or lateral movement of principals to another
position. In this study, a transfer is defined as movement from one
principalship to another for the purposes of individual rejuvenation
and/or organization renewal. Principal transfer is a move to another
principalship regardless of any change in grade level or in school size
being administered.
1.

If your division does not have a written policy for principal
transfer, do you see the need for one? Please elaborate.

2.

a) Please describe, to the best of your knowledge, the steps
involved in the principal transfer process in your division.
b) Examine your superintendent's condensed version of the principal
transfer process in your division. Please comment as to the
importance you see in each step as described.

3.

What concerns do you have with the present process for transferring
principals?

4.

What do you see as the strengths of the principal transfer process?

5.

Was this process successful in producing a good match between
yourself and the school to which you moved?

6.

What do you feel might be the optimum number of years that a
principal should remain in one position barring any unusual
circumstances?
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INTERVIEW QUESTIONS— PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
Principal— Part Two

Principal ____
Division _____
The following questions are designed to identify possible
succession effects of principals undergoing transfers. A transfer is
defined as principal movement from one principalship to another for the
purposes of rejuvenation and/or organization renewal. The interview
questions ask you to describe the anticipated and actual effects of a
principal moving to a different school. Your responses will be
categorized according to the following areas:
1) anticipated and actual effects on the principal
2) anticipated and actual effects on the school
3) anticipated and actual effects on the division
Effects on the Principal
Quest ion Jtl^_

a) What do you think your superintendent anticipates to be the
desired effects of transfer on the personal and professional growth
of the principal?
b) What do you see as the actual effects of transfer on your own
personal and professional growth?
Question #2 .

a) What do you think your superintendent anticipates to be the
desired effects of transfer on the level of job satisfaction of the
principal?
b) What do you see as the actual effects of transfer on your own
level of job satisfaction?
Effects on the School
Question #3.
a) What do you think your superintendent anticipates to be the
desired effects of principal transfer on student learning in the
school?
b) What do you see as the actual effects of your transfer on
student learning in your present school?
Question #4 .

a) What do you think your superintendent anticipates to be the
desired effects of principal transfer on teacher job satisfaction
in the school?
b) What do you see as the actual effects of your transfer on
teacher job satisfaction in your present school?
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Effects on the Division
Question #5.
a) What do you think your superintendent anticipates to be the
desired effects of principal transfer on community relations?
b) What do you see as the actual effects of principal transfer on
community relations?
Quest ion

. 16 .

a) What do you think your superintendent anticipates to be the
desired effects of principal transfer on the collective body of
principals?
b) What do you see as the actual effects of principal transfer on
the collective body of principals?
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PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
Principal— Demographic Data

Some additional information is necessary in order to do a demographic
comparison of principal responses.

Division ____
Principal ____
Age: ______
Gender: __________
Degrees earned: __________________________
Years as a principal: ______
How many times have you been transferred laterally? _____
How many years have you spent in each position? ____________
How frequent were they? (total years/# of transfers)? _____
Years since most recent transfer: ______
Grade levels in present school: _____________________
Student population:_____________
Is there contract protection for salary when transferred?
-details:_______________

_______________________

Direction of salary change in taking most recent position:

APPENDIX B
THE LETTERS TO SUPERINTENDENTS AND PRINCIPALS
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Acadia Junior High School
175 Killarney Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba
R3T 3B3
Date

Superintendent

Dear

I am working towards a doctoral degree in Educational
Administration from the University of North Dakota in Grand Forks, N.D.
My program of studies requires that I write a dissertation on a topic
concerning Educational Administration. The topic I have chosen to
research is the lateral transfer of principals in selected metropolitan
Winnipeg school divisions.
The investigation I propose to undertake will involve conducting
interviews with several division superintendents as well as interviews
with one elementary and one secondary principal from each participating
division. The confidential interviews will ask for superintendent and
principal perceptions of the lateral transfer process in their division
as well as their perceptions of the intended effects and the actual
effects of lateral principal transfer.
This investigation is intended to increase our knowledge in an area
of Educational Administration that is receiving more attention from both
superintendents and principals. Career development for principals has
become increasingly popular in a climate of declining and stable
enrollments.
The basic requirements for a division to participate in this study
are: a) the division has had several opportunities to transfer
principals in the time period from two to seven years ago, and b) the
administrative leaders have transferred a number of principals for the
purposes of individual rejuvenation and/or organization renewal.
I have
already contacted a person from your central office in order to collect
some background information on your division. According to ___________
___________ , your school division meets both criteria for inclusion in
this research project. This letter is written as a formal request to
have your division participate in this research project.
I welcome your
involvement and assure you that those persons interviewed will not be
identified by name in the report of the study.
I will be calling you in a few days to answer any questions you may
have and to schedule an interview with you if you are willing to
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participate in the study. 1 will be asking you to return the enclosed
consent form indicating your willingness to participate. As well,
please return the "List of Transferred Principals" form which will
provide me with the names of your principals who have been transferred.
All participants will be sent an abstract of the study when it is
completed. At that time, information will be given as to the
availability of the dissertation for interested readers.
Thank you for your attention to this request. If you have further
questions, please call me at Acadia (269-6210) or at home (269-3501). I
will be calling you in the next few days.

Sincerely yours,

Brian D. Boese

Enc.
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LIST OF TRANSFERRED PRINCIPALS
Definitions:
A lateral transfer for the purposes of this study is defined as a
move from one principalship to another in the same division regardless
of a change in school size or grade level. The principals in this study
will have undergone a lateral transfer for the purposes of individual
rejuvenation and/or organizational renewal. To qualify for the listing
that follows, a principal will have been laterally transferred between
two and seven years ago (September 1981 ... September 1986).
Instructions:
Please list all of the principals in your division who meet the
above criteria. State the transfer year, school grade levels of the
position from which they transferred, and grade levels of the position
to which they transferred.
Explanation:
A random sample (2) will be chosen from the listing below. Those
principals selected will be contacted and asked to participate in an
interview for this study of lateral transfer.
Division:

NAME OF PRINCIPAL

TRANSFER
YEAR

TRANSFERRED FROM
GRADE LEVELS

TRANSFERRED TO
GRADE LEVELS

If further space is required, please use the back of this sheet.

CONSENT FORM FOR .PARTICIPATION

I agree to participate in this study of principal transfer conducted by
Brian Boese.

I will take part in an interview which is designed to gain

information on the transfer process, and the anticipated and actual
effects of principal transfer.

I understand that I will not be

identified by name in the study report.

School divisions, as well, will

not be identified by their name or number.

Signature of participant

Date

Full name: _________________________________
Position: __________________________________
Address:

- This consent form will be collected at the time of the interview.
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Acadia Junior High School
175 Killarney Avenue
Winnipeg, Manitoba
R3T 3B3
Date

Principal

Dear
I am working towards a doctoral degree in Educational
Administration from the University of North Dakota in Grand Forks, N.D.
My program of studies requires that I write a dissertation on a topic
concerning Educational Administration. The topic I have chosen to
research is the lateral transfer of principals in selected metropolitan
Winnipeg school divisions.
The investigation I propose to undertake will involve conducting
interviews with several division superintendents as well as interviews
with one elementary and one secondary principal from each participating
division. The confidential interviews will ask for superintendent and
principal perceptions of the lateral transfer process in their division
as well as their perceptions of the intended effects and the actual
effects of lateral principal transfer.
Your name has been selected randomly from a list of principals in
your division who have undergone a transfer between two and seven years
ago. This letter is written to request your participation in this study
of lateral principal transfer. I will call you in a few days to answer
any questions you may have and schedule an interview time at your
convenience if you are willing to participate in the study. Please
return the enclosed consent form indicating your willingness to
participate.
I assure you that those persons interviewed will not be
identified by name in the report of the study.
All participants will be sent an abstract of the study when it is
completed. At that time, information will be given as to the
availability of the dissertation for interested readers.
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Thank you for your attention to this participation request,
be calling you in the next few days.

Sincerely yours,

Brian D. Boese
Enc.

I will

APPENDIX C
SUPERINTENDENT, ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL, AND SECONDARY
PRINCIPAL RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ON
THE PROCESS AND EFFECTS OF PRINCIPAL TRANSFER
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TABLE 15
SUPERINTENDENT, ELEMENTARY PRINCIPAL, AND SECONDARY PRINCIPAL
RESPONSES TO INTERVIEW QUESTIONS ON THE PROCESS AND EFFECTS
OF PRINCIPAL TRANSFER

Questions Asked

A 1 THE TRANSFER PROCESS:
1

Do you see the need for
a w ritten p o licy for
p rin cip al tra n s fe r ’

Superintendent

Elementary P rin cip a l

Secondary Prin cip al

(D iv isio n A)
SA--Depends. S a t is fie d with
e x ls tin g motherhood
statem ent. Procedures.
p rln cip le --O K .

PEA- -No. Process is w ell-d efin ed
by previous p r a c tic e . Team
of adm inistrators use good
judgement.

?SA--Depends. Movement good but
p o licy cannot contain
u n ila te r a l d ecisio n to move

Tim eline--not OK
2. Dees your d iv isio n
tra n sfer p rin cip als by a
’ la r g e ’ ro ta tio n , sin gla

SA--A combination of ro ta tio n and

See below*

sin g le reassignm ents.

reassignm ent*, or a
combination of both?
3. What causes a r c ta tio n
cf p rln cip alsh lp s to
to take place?

SA--Changes in school com position,
new schools open, the
time is rig h t for a set
of tr a n s fe r s , or retirem ents.

4. Please describe each
step of the p rin cip al
tra n sfer p rocess.
a) I n it ia t io n :
b) Interview s:

c) Data c o llected for
Id e n tifie d p o sitio n s:

SA--Central o ffic e

PEA- -Vacancy occurs.

Supt. t e l ls

are n o tifie d that a s h u ffle

the opportunity fo r
p rin c ip a l tra n sfer is now.

happen.

w ill occur.

Sup t. meets with a l l
adm inistrators in the
d iv isio n to d iscuss a sp iratio n s

Supt. meets w ith p rin c ip a l
and preferences are
Id e n tifie d fo r both people.

and preferences fo r placement.

Career discussed

Data c o lle c te d is of p rin cip als
who wish to move (these

P rin cip a l considers s u p t.'s
choices of l i k e l y placements.

Opportunity to put

name in .

f ) P rin cip a l co n su ltatio n

Supt. meets w ith p rin cip al
to discuss p o te n tia l
placement.

U su ally p rin c ip a l Is
’ offered* one school to
consider. He may be asked
fo r his cho ice . Choice of
v lc e -p r ln c lp a l given.

Data I t shared with the

Supt. team d iscu sses a l l of

S u p t.'s department

cen tral o ffic e adm inistrators

the Inform ation gathered.

compiles inform ation on
a l l p o s s ib ili t i e s .

and the school board each week
during the Interview process.

e) I n i t i a l tran sfer plan

P rin cip als

everyone that tra n sfe rs w ill

p rlo rlz e choices and discuss
v ic e -p r in c ip a l) and those
who do not wish to move.
d) Inform ation processing
by e o m u ttee :

PSA--Vacancy occurs.

adm lnlstrators decide that

Master plan for r e lo c a tio n Is
discussed and a ltered u n til
c en tral o ffic e agreement is
reached.

Supt. teamworks through

Supt. meets with Individual
p rin cip a ls to share Ju s t th eir

P rin cip a l Is given time to
accept new placement. He has

s p e c ific part of the plan
in confid ence. R ationale
fo r the move Is given here.

the tra n sfer plan u n t il I t
is ready for the school

S u p t.’ s department
develops a tran sfer plan.

board.

P rin cip a l meets with supt.

ownership In the d e c is io n .

again , a fte r some tim e, to
discuss s p e c ific s of new

D e licate and c o n fid e n tia l
p ro cess.

p o te n tia l p o sitio n .
C o n fid e n tia lity stressed .

* Questions 2 and 3 were asked of superintendents only; p rin cip als wars not asked to respond.
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g) School board approval:

Superintendent

Elementary P rin cip a l

Secondary P rin cip al

Once everyone has been

Fin al plan to the school

School board has

informed, the tra n sfer plan
as taken to the school board

board for approval.

discussions on the s p e c ific
tr a n s fe r s . Approval
is given in a public

for d iscu ssio n and approval.

meeting.
h) O f f i c i a l n o tific a tio n :

A ll d iv is io n adm inistrators
meet w ith supt. the follow ing

P rin cip a ls meet w ith supt.
the next morning to receive

morning and are each handed an
envelope containing the

inform ation on the tra n s fe r s .

P rin cip a ls in v ited to a
meeting the next morning in
which they receive a l i s t of
a l l tra n sfe r s.

e n tire set of reassignm ents.

l ) S t a ff awareness:

P rin cip a ls c a ll a s t a ff

A s t a f f meeting is c a lle d

meeting at th eir schools to
announce a l l tr a n s fe r s .

back at each school to
announce a l l tra n sfe r s.

A le t t e r to the community
goes out to announce the

P rin cip a ls prepare their
biography which is sent to

the incoming p rin c ip a l and
d is tr ib u te th is inform ation.

new p r in c ip a l.

th eir new school and put

P rin cip a ls are responsible

O rie n ta tio n to the new school

O rien tatio n to the new

for o rien tin g themselves
to th eir new s ch o o ls .

takes place in A p r.-Ju n e .

school was done mainly by
interview ing the e x istin g

P rin cip a ls return to th eir
schools and make s t a f f aware
of p rin c ip a l tr a n s fe r s .

j ) Community awareness:

P rin cip a ls are required to
prepare a w ritten p r o file of

k) O rientatio n:

in a community new sletter.

Planning s p e c i f i c s .

s ta ff.

S. What are the strengths
of the p rin cip al
tra n sfe r process?

SA—Creates movement opportunity
which is gcod fo r In d ivid u al
sch o o ls, p r in c ip a ls , and
the d iv is io n . I t Is a
f a ir p rocess. I t contains
input from several sources.

6. What concerns do you
have w ith the present
tra n sfe r process?

S A - - D lfflc u lt to get accurate
data from new s it u a t io n s .
Opinions from school surveys
are not hard d ata.

Salary

p ro tectio n only fo r two years
follow ing the move.

7. Were the transfers
s u cce ssfu l in producing

SA—Tes. due to c a re fu l
d e c is io n s. Success depends

PEA--Change encourages growth.
Ownership In move. A lo t
of support Is given by supt.
as he is open to
c o n su lta tio n .

PEA--Lacking a t i e - i n with
p rin c ip a l e valu atio n (non
e x is t e n t) . I f tra n sfer does
not take p lace fo r aw hile,
p rin c ip a ls get anxious.

PEA--Tes. because I was capable
of changing a s t a t i c s t a f f .
Transfer la id the groundwork

the most desirable
matches between

upon matching the
p rin c ip a l with the community

fo r improving the s itu a tio n .

p rin c ip a ls and th eir
new schools?

--c a u tio n required.

Needed hum anistic person.

B. What is the optimum
time for a p rin cip a l
to sta y in one p ositio n?

SA--Elght years.

PEA--Slx to seven years.

PSA--Growth in being exposed to
new parameters. Importance
given to co n su ltatio n .
Id e n t ific a t io n of weaknesses
(challen ges) to overcome.

P S A --P rln clp al evaluatio n where
strengths are id e n tifie d
should be a part of process.
The ta le n t pool is
r e s tr ic t e d . A clearer
mandate should be presented.

PSA—Mixed. Tes. personally as
challenges are met. No. as
more changes in the s ta tic
s t a f f have to be made in
order to be even more
s u c c e s s fu l.
PSA -Seven to eight years.
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A 2

THE TRANSFER EFFECTS:

Superintendent

Secondary P rin cip al

(D iv isio n A)

1.a ) What are the
SA—Rejuvenating aspect should
resu lt in growth. Change
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
opportunity should lead to
tra n sfer on the personal
and p ro fessio n al growth
of the p rin cip al?

Elen.entary P rin cip a l

an expectation for changes

PEA--Expects reasonable growth
In In d iv id u a l. Movenent
encourages p ro fessio n al
development.

PSA—Very p o s itiv e . New
s itu a tio n requires the
p rin cip al to change.
Change-opportunlty-growth.

to occur.

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the a ctu al
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on the personal
and pro fessio nal growth

SA--Tes. rejuvenation happens.

F E A --Ies, i t happened.

There is growth in exposure
to new a re as.

PSA —Tes, rejuvenation happened
because of the ch allen g e.
Forces p rin cip als to prove
themselves again.

of the p rin cip al?
2 .a) What are the

SA—Increase expected for a l l

PEA--Supt. knows where you are

a n ticip a te d e ffe c ts of

p rin c ip a ls —some not

at in terns of s a t is fa c t io n .

tra n sfer on the le v e l
jo b s a t is fa c t io n of the
p rin c ip a l?

in itia lly .

Not s a t is f ie d —move to
Increase s a t is fa c t io n .

PSA—Hope to ra ise job
s a t is fa c t io n through
c h a llen g e. Raise ego
in it ia lly .

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on the le v e l
of jo b s a t is fa c t io n of
the p rin c ip a l?
3 .a) What are the
a n ticip a te d e ffe c ts of
tra n sfe r on student
learn in g In the school?
( s u p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfe r on student
learn in g in the school?
4 .a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
p rin c ip a l tra n sfer on
teacher jo b s a t is fa c t io n
in the school?

SA—Increase happens to nost
i n i t i a l l y . S a tis fa c tio n
nay not be high because of
i n i t i a l s tr e s s .

SA--Learning to be inproved
because of s t a f f changing
to neat expectations of
new p r in c ip a l.

PSA—I e s , I t happened although
P E A - - I n lt ia lly d i f f i c u l t . By
i t took t in e —halfway
the th ir d year In ny jo b .
in year two. S a tis fa c tio n
changes happened as expected;
Inproved over tin e and
th e re fo re , s a t is fa c t io n
because of lnvolvenent.
Inproved g r e a tly .
PEA—Learning h o p efu lly Inproved
as teachers change because
of new changes brought on
by the new p rin c ip a l.

PSA—I f lnprovenent Is
id e n t ifie d , then p o sitiv e
change should be met.
Inproved c lln a te should
Improve lea rn in g .

SA—Improvement does take place
e sp e c ia lly In id e n tifie d

PEA—Tee, t h is lnprovenent in
learn in g did take place as

PSA—Tes. su ccessfu l by bringing
good s t a f f in and by

areas targeted for
improvement of lea rn in g .

teachers adapted th eir
teaching to better methods.

improving teacher a tten tio n

SA—Increase in s a t is fa c t io n

PEA—Given t in e , mutual planning
w ill cause Increased

PSA—H o p efully , change w ill
produce c re a tiv e dissonance

expectad In nost c a se s.
This often depends upon the
in d iv id u al teacher.

s a t is fa c t io n . P rofession al
development to be encouiaged.

to needs of the students.

which w ill motivate s t a ff
to fo llo w a new d ir e c tio n .

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c t s of p rin cip al
tra n sfe r on teacher job
s a t is fa c t io n in the
school?

SA—Host are s a t is fie d unless

PEA—Tes, th is happened with a

they fear p o te n tia l change.
More w ill increase

lo t of p rin c ip a l e f f o r t .
Present s t a f f has s n a il

s a t is fa c t io n a fte r some
tin e .

turnover conpared to when
I moved in .

PSA—Tes, job s a t is fa c t io n
in creased . Ultim ate message
Is that kids are important.
Relates to previous
a d m in istratio n .

TABLE 15— Continued

Questions Asked

5 .a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
p rin c ip a l tran sfer on

Superintendent

$A--Communlty should be open
to p o sitiv e change with new
l i f e In the sch o o l.

community r e la tio n s?

Elementary P rin cip a l

PEA--Community should be

Secondary P rin cip a l

P S A '-It w ill be a p o sitiv e
experience I f a change is

p o sitiv e to change as It
w ill have a problem -solving

needed.

fo c u s .

as sch o o l-p rin cip a l match.

Not as important

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on community
r e la tio n s ?

SA--Hixed re a c tio n .

Depends

upon perception of previous
p rin c ip a l. Host communities
accept change In p r in c ip a l.

PEA--Communlty needs time to
adjust to change.
Communication must be done
properly.

PSA--Yes, the community wanted a
change to a more humanistic
adm inistrator. Perception
that needs of a l l students
are being met.

6. a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
tra n sfer on the body
of d iv is io n p rin c ip a ls?
(su p t. perception)
b) What are the a ctu al

S A --P o s ltlv e .

In te re st in the

w elfare of p r in c ip a ls .
Acceptance of progressive
change. Improve

PEA--Process encourages moves.
Improves f l e x i b i l i t y of
p rin cip als as they le a rn to
accept change.

PSA--Improvement In d iv isio n a l
p ersp ective. In tern al
movement desired.

understanding of system.
SA--These points are r e a liz e d .

PEA--Incroases acceptance of

e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on the body

Each one Is part of the
whole system.

process. More p rin cip als
are w illin g to accept new

of d iv is io n p rin c ip a ls?

Increased r e s p o n s ib ilit y .

opportunities and challenges

PSA--Tes, the p rin cip a ls have a
b etter focus on the d iv is io n .
The w elfare of others Is
Important and p rin cip als are
comfortable with one another.

B .l

THE TRANSFER PROCESS:

1. Do you see the need for
a w ritten p o lic y for
p rin c ip a l tra n sfer?

(D iv isio n B)
SB--No. Not necessary because
there Is a good process
in e ffe c t already.

PEB--No. because I tru st the
judgement of the c en tral
o ffic e .

PSB--No. because everyone
understands the process
and i t takes place as
expected.

2. Does your d iv isio n
tra n sfe r p rin cip a ls by a
'la r g e * r o ta tio n , sin g le
reassignm ents, or a

SB--A ro ta tio n of p rln clp a lsh lp s
is done much more than
one-to-one moves.

combination of both?
3. What causes a ro ta tio n
of p rln clp a lsh lp s to
to take place?

SB--Retlrements create
vacancies and yearly
p rin c ip a l reviews id e n tify
career a sp ir a tio n s .

4. Please describe each
step of the p rin cip a l
tra n sfe r process,
a) I n it ia t io n :
b) Interview s:

SB --P rln clp a lsh lp vacancies are
examined. Annual school
reviews are discussed by

PEB--Transfer process Is
In it ia te d by s u p t. s
department.

PSB--Vacancy u su a lly created by
re tlre m e n t--p o te n tla l for
tra n sfe rs created.

the senior adm inistratio n .
Career surveys of p rin c ip a ls
are undertaken every few
years; these are updated each
f a l l in an Interview with

Every couple of years a
p rin cip a l survey Id e n t ifie s
career c h o ic e s. P rin cip a ls
are consulted as to th eir

the su p t.

p referen ces.

Supt. gives p rin cip als the
opportunity to ask for a
change by f i l l i n g out a
survey e very few years.
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Superintendent

c) Data co lle c te d for
Id e n tifie d p o s itio n s

:

d) Information processing
by committee:

Elementary P rin cip a l

Secondary P rin cip a l

Schools that would ben efit

Supt. meets w ith a ll

P rin cip a ls meet with sup t.

from having a new p rin cip al
ate examined. P rin cip a ls

p rin cip a ls to work at
management by o b je c tiv e s.

ye a rly to discuss o bjectives
for the school and for the

that would benefit from a
move are id e n t ifie d .

Career movement discussed

in d iv id u al (c a re e rs).

here.

Supt. . 2 a s s is ta n t su p t. s
and S program consultants

considered by the senior

A ll of th is inform ation Is

share the inform ation.

adm in istratio n .

Supt. and consultants look
at a general review and
Id e n tify tran sfer
p o s s i b i li t i e s .

e) I n i t i a l tran sfer plan:

Senior adm inistrators match

They decide on a tran sfer

strengths of p rin cip a ls to
the q u a litie s of leadership

plan.

needed In the id e n tifie d

A p o te n tia l plan Is drafted
(se ve ral p o s s ib ilit ie s are
developed In case of
problems with acceptance).

sch o o ls.
f ) P rin cip a l co n su ltatio n :

g) School board approval:

Supt. meets w ith each

P rin cip a l Is n o tifie d of

P rin c ip a ls are c a lle d In to

p rincip al being moved and
discusses r a tio n a le for move.

his placement. Ko other
options are discu ssed .

discuss th eir s p e c ific move
and get and give feedback on
the challenge ahead.

Transfer lo c a tio n and new

( I t appears that a l l moves

role are c o n fid e n tia l.

are f i n a l at th is p o in t).

Transfer plan and ratio n ale

The school board approves

The school board discusses

are discussed by the school
board. The school board

the t r a n s fe r s .

a l l of the tra n sfers as to
the pros and cons. The

approves the plan In a
public meeting.
h) O f f i c i a l n o tific a tio n :

school board form alizes each
tra n sfe r at a public meeting.

That evening, senior
adm inistrators n o tify a l l
transferred p rin c ip a ls of

Sometimes the p rin c ip a l is

Supt. phones the a ffe c te d

n o tifie d that evening of
the o f f i c i a l changes.

p rin c ip a ls w ithin the next
twelve hours.

S ta ff meetings are held in

A s t a f f meeting is held the

those schools a ffe c te d .

fo llo w in g day to mention a l l
tra n sfe rs to take p lace.

S t a f f are n o tifie d with a
p ostin g of the new
appointments or are told

A memo goes to a l l sch ools.

at a s t a f f meeting.

School new sletters are used
to announce the p o sitio n
changes.

the o f f i c i a l d e c is io n .

l ) S t a ff awareness:

A

d iv isio n memo Is sent to a l l
sch oo ls.

j) Community awareness:

School new sletters Inform
the community of the changes.

The community Is informed
by n ew sletter.

k) O rie n ta tio n :

P rin cip a ls meet with new

P rin c ip a ls meet w ith the
outgoing p rin cip a ls and
th e ir new s t a f f . P rin cip a ls

s t a f f . They meet with the
supt. to hear exp e cta tio n s.
They get involved in planning
sessions for the new year.

w ill meet with teachers
in d iv id u a lly la te r on.

P rin c ip a ls meet with the
s u p t. to discuss
e x p e cta tio n s. P rin cip a ls
meet th eir new s t a ff and
get involved with planning.
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5. What are the strengths

Superintendent

S B --P rln cip al strengths are

of the p rin cip al

u t iliz e d .

tra n sfer process?

meeting needs of the sch ools.
Expectation of change. Trust
In senior adm inistration .

6. What concerns do you

Id e n tify in g and

SB—The process would be easier

have w ith the present

I f p rin cip als

tra n sfer process?

protected (no grandfathering
guaranteed).

s a la r ie s were

Elementary P r in c ip a l

PEB—C on sultation fo r
preferences of in d iv id u a ls .
Time to consult w ith new
school (u su a lly 3 months).

PEB--Hone r e a lly , although some

Secondary Prin cip al

PSB —Hatching p rin cip al
strengths to school needs.
Supt. Is made aware of
p rin cip als needs.
C on sultation Is good.

PSB—No concerns.

Prin cip al

p rin cip als seem to thin k

must be given enough time

that the d iv is io n w ill move
them regardless of whether

to develop considering the
d isrup tio n of the i n i t i a l

they put down a choice

ye a rs.

or n o t.

7. Were the transfers

PEB —Tes. because there was a

that they lik e the process.

need in my new school

the nost desirable
matches between
p rin c ip a ls and their
new schools?

Outside view is that tran sfer
plans are put together
c a r e fu lly and good matches

fo r the q u a litie s that
1 possess.

8. What is the optimum
time fo r a p rin cip al
to stay in one p ositio n?
B.2

SB--Tes, p rin cip als have stated

su ccessfu l in producing

IKE TRANSFER EFFECTS:

PSB—Tes I t was.

were the r e s u lt.
SB--Five years/sm all sch oo l.
Ien ye a rs/ if s t i l l growing.

PEB—Seven to eight years.

PSB—Seven to eight years.

PEB—Growth through ch a lle n g e .
New s itu a tio n s demand new
s tr a t e g ie s . P rin c ip a l grows

PSB—Supt. looking fo r growth.

(D iv isio n B)

l .a ) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

SB--Renewed energy, therefore
growth expected. P rin cip a l
tra n sfer on the personal
s e lf-a p p r a is a l should detect
and p ro fessio n al growth
excitement and ch a llen g e.
of the p rin c ip a l?

in solvin g id e n t ifie d
problems.

P rin cip a l must grow as
a co n trib u tio n to the
d iv is io n .

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the a ctu al
e ffe c ts of p rin cip a l

SB—Tes, d e fin ite growth occurs.
Can take longer fo r some
tra n sfe r on the personal
because of I n i t i a l concerns.
and p ro fe ssio n a l growth
of the p rin c ip a l?

2 .a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

SB—Expectation Is to produce

tra n sfe r on the le v e l

higher Job s a t is fa c t io n
because I t Is one purpose of

30b s a t is fa c t io n of the

the tra n sfe r .

PEB—Tes. these th in gs do
happen. There is growth
through p rin c ip a l
I n it ia t i v e s .

PSB—Tes, e s p e c ia lly in a
new s itu a tio n . Intense
personal contact needed with
s t a f f . There Is a p rice to
pay fo r growth (tlm e/energy).

PEB—Job s a t is fa c t io n Is going
to increase even i f I t
doesn't happen I n i t i a l l y .

PSB—A p o s itiv e e ffe c t on

PEB—Tes. s a t is fa c t io n increased
due to the success of

PSB—Tes. a d e fin ite Increase.

s a t is fa c t io n is desired .

p rin c ip a l?
(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on the le v e l
of Job s a t is fa c t io n of
the p rin c ip a l?

SB--Depends upon the in d iv id u a l.
Relates to support from
s t a f f , clear g o a ls , and
involvement In a c t i v i t i e s .

in i t i a t iv e s of the p rin c ip a l
and the sch o o l. I n i t i a l
s a t is fa c t io n duo to s a la r y .

I recognize the fe e lin g
of reju v en atio n . A person's
ego Is Involved as w ell.
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3 .a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
tra n sfer on student
learning In the school?

Superintendent

SB —Expectation is that learning
w ill increase because of the
focus on school and learner
needs.

(su pt.percep tion)
b) What are the actual

Elementary P n

ip a l

Secondary P rin cip al

PEB--Hope that new p rin cip a l

P SB --P rln clp al Is expected to

with a d iffe r e n t emphasis

work to develop the to ta l

w ill change the expectations
of teachers and th is w ill

student. This is related
to a p r in c ip a ls strengths

produce better teachin g.
SB--Increased emphasis on

?EB —Increased learn in g due to a
more p o s itiv e a ttitu d e on

e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on student

learning a c t iv it ie s Is the
resu lt cf Increasing

the part of stud en ts.

learning in the school?

e xp e cta tio n s.

relaxed atmosphere.

More

PSB —l e s . th is has happened.
Supt. has given feedback
here.

Increased p a r tic ip a tio n .
4 .a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
p rin c ip a l tran sfer on
teacher Job s a t is fa c t io n
in the school’
(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts cf p rin cip al
tra n sfer on teacher Job
s a t is fa c t io n in the

SB—Expected to vary with
in d iv id u a ls . Should
increase over tim e. Depends
upon the expectations
of the p r in c ip a l.

SB --V a ries.

U nsettled at f i r s t .

PEB—Depends upon the in d ivid ual
and hew w ell they adapt to
the new expectatio n s.

PEB—A large number of s t a ff

In most cases i t s ta b iliz e s

welcomed me w ith a lo t of

at or near e x istin g le v e ls
in a short period of tim e.

support. I was able to
increase th eir involvement
and increased s a t is fa c t io n

school?

PSB — I t v a rie s —seme p ositiv e
some n egativ e. Depends on
whether the In d ivid u al is
ready for change or is able
to use change as a
m otivator.
PSB—V ariation s seen. Teachers
Incom patible with p rin cip al
need to be moved—they must
be adaptable as a means to
increase th e ir s a t is fa c t io n .

was the r e s u lt.
5.

a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
p rin c ip a l tra n sfer on
community r e la tio n s?

SB—Community p r io r it ie s are
being met. therefore
c o m p a tib ility expected.

PEB—Expects the new p rin c ip a l
to meet the needs of the
school and have a supportive

PSB—The community should be
s a t is fie d with the delivery
of a q u a lity program,

community as a r e s u lt.

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on community
r e la tio n s ?

6.

a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

SB—Community acceptance of the
transfer Is the general

PEB—Hy community is very
supportive as I have

fe e lin g and i f n o t. i t can
be remedied by Improving

received many p o s itiv e
comments. Parent contacts

communication.

are p o s itiv e .

SB—Enhanced c o ll e g la ll t y of

PEB—Expects to stim ulate

tra n sfer on the body

the group. Team tr a n s itio n
to new o pp o rtu n ities.

people. Expect cooperation
from p r in c ip a ls . M o bility

of d iv is io n p rin c ip a ls?

Improving careers Is valued.

Is d e s ira b le .

s a t is fie d but the program
cannot a ffo rd to lose
q u a lity .

PSB— Expectation fo r growth in
p ro fe ssio n a l s ta tu re .
Self-w orth enhanced
therefo re whole group
more s a t is fie d .

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on the body
of d iv is io n p rin c ip a ls?

PSB—l a s . the community was

SB —Some p rin cip als are not
comfortable with growth
opportunlties — th ls can
plug up smooth tr a n s itio n s .
P rin cip a ls g e n era lly have
confidence in the process.

PEB—Negative a ttitu d e s are not
p revalen t. Moves are not
s u rp rise s. Some have a
problem with demotion but
I t can be used to a lle v ia te
pressure.

PSB—Those who have experienced
the present tra n sfer process
view i t In a more p o sitiv e
l i g h t . Acceptance of need
fo r growth is developing.
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C .l

THE TRANSFER PROCESS:

1. Do you tee the need for
a w ritte n p o licy for
p rin c ip a l tra n sfer?

2. Does your d iv isio n
tra n sfe r p rin cip als by a
'la r g e * r o ta tio n , s in g le
reassignm ents. or a

Superintendent

Elementary P rin cip a l

Secondary P rin cip al

(D lv lilo n C)
SC--No, because the present
process Is reasonably

PEC--Depends, because of
aging adm in istrators.

e ffe c tiv e in moving
p rin c ip a ls .

SC--A combination is used.

PSC--Ho, because the process is
well-known,

m o bility must be encouraged.
Present process is w ellknown though.
An

opening creates an i n i t i a l
tran sfer and then the
larger plan fo llo w s,

combination of both?
3. What causes a ro ta tio n
of p rln c lp a lsh lp s to
to take place?

SC--Most often the retirem ent of
p rin c ip a ls . P rin cip a l
movement to tho c en tral
o ffic e a lso causes vacancies
to occur.

4. Please describe each
step of the p rin cip al
tra n sfe r process,

SC--A vacancy in a p r ln d p a ls h lp

PEC--A vacancy occurs and a

PSC--Supt. waits for openings to

occurs and is advertised
in te r n a lly .

b u lle tin fo r app licatio n s

occur (May).

goes o u t.

posted w ithin the d iv is io n .

P osition s are

A committee is formed to
interview each candidate who

An lntnrvlew lng team meets
with the p rin c ip a ls and

A committee is developed to
interview a l l a p p lic a n ts .

a p p lie s.

the short l i s t (3-years)

a) I n it ia t io n :
b) Interview s:

c ) Data c o lle c te d for
I d e n tifie d p o sitio n s:

Other p rin cip a ls

or people Id e n tifie d on a
3 year short l i s t can apply.

candidates who apply.

As w ell as being Interview ed.

Applicant is considered
fo r tho open p o s itio n or

fo r other schools i f he/she

may be asked to consider
another sch oo l.

appointment.

preferences i f another school
should open up.

d) Inform ation processing
by committee:

The s u p t.. 2 a ss is ta n t s u p ts .,
a teacher rep, a p rin c ip a l

The team (p o ssib le to have
a tru stee ) decides on those

Applicant may be considered
does not get the o rig in a l

S u p t., 2 a ss is ta n t s u p ts .,
teacher rep. p rin c ip a l rep,
and a tru stee meet to match

rep, and a tru stee are the
committee members who match
the q u a lific a tio n s with needs.

who they want to appoint.

e) I n i t i a l tra n sfer plan:

A tra n sfer plan Is developed
that f i l l s the I n i t i a l
vacancy and a l l others
created by the i n i t i a l
movement.

The plan is developed.

The co n fid e n tia l plan Is
developed.

f ) P rin c ip a l co n su ltatio n :

No co n su ltatio n because
school board may not agree
with placement.

The team co n tacts those who
they want to appoint In

No co n su ltatio n with
p rin cip a l on plan.

the app lican ts to the
s ch o o ls .

conf id an ce.
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g) School board approval:

h) O f f ic i a l n o tific a tio n :

Superintendent

o n tin u e d .

Secondary P rin cip al

Elementary P rin cip al

The sup t. takes the transfer

The recommended plan Is

The plan is taken to the

presented to the school board

school board for an in 

plan to the school board for

for d iscu ssio n . The
tran sfers are approved at
a public meeting.

camera d isc u ssio n . The
tra n sfers are approved at

d iscu ssio n ln-cam era. The
tra n sfers axe announced at

a public meeting.

a public meeting.

The supt. phones a l l of the

A ll su ccessfu l candidates

The supt. phones the newly-

su ccessfu l candidates that

are phoned that evening.

appointed p rin cip als that
evening. Unsuccessful
candidates for major
p ositio n s may also be

evening.

c a ll e d .
l ) S ta ff awareness:

The minutes of the school
board meeting and an
adm inistrative b u lle tin
announce the appointments

An adm in istrative b u lle tin
comes out w ithin a few days

S ta ff meetings are c a lle d to
announce the appointments.

announcing the appointments.
S ta ff meetings may be
c a lle d .

] ) Community awareness:

k) O rie n ta tio n :

Newsletter goes home to

The school Informs the

paren ts.

p aren ts.

Supt. may meet with p rin c ip a l

New p rin c ip a l Is responsible

i f s p e c ific areas need to be

fo r co n ta ctin g outgoing

New p rin cip a l Is responsible
fo r deciding how he w ill

attended to . P rin cip a ls
meet new s t a f f and are

p r in c ip a l.

o rien t him self to the new

Newsletters from sch ools.

P rin cip a l gets

sch ool.

Introduced to s t a f f .

Involved In planning.
S. What are the strengths
of the p rin c ip a l
tra n sfe r process?

SC—Input from a v a rie ty of
committee members. People
who apply In d icate th eir
readiness for challenge/
commitment.

6. What concerns do you
have w ith the present
tra n sfe r process?

SC—The p rin cip als who should
move do not apply. The
comnittee members have equal
weighting In decisions and
th is can lead to problems.
People can only apply fo r the
s h o r t lis t every three yeers.

7. Were the tra n sfers
s u c c e s sfu l In producing
the most d esirab le
matches between

SC—Tea, there has been a
r e v it a liz a t io n due to the
proper match of p rin c ip a l to
the needs of the sch ool.

PEC—Short l i s t lim its amount of
Interview ing to be done.
Short l i s t people receive
a d m in istrative P .D . as
t r a in in g . Transfer process
is w ell-understood.
PEC—The present process does
not move the entrenched
p r in c ip a ls : too much
emphasis on p o l it ic s : lacks

PSC—Teacher and p rin c ip a l reps
on committee—process
monitored.

Process Is w ell-

e stab lish ed . School board
has respect fo r process.

PSC—I t is too p o l i t i c a l . Not
based enough on m erit. Too
much time Is taken In
interview ing a l l a p p lic a n ts .
S h o r tlis tin g has drawbacks.

career c o u n se llin g : and
community P R needs to
be emphasized more
PEC—Tes. my background was
h e lp fu l in developing the
necessary i n i t i a t i v e s .

P5C--Tt«. I t »«•.

It

was d i f f i c u l t i n i t i a l l y .

p rin c ip a ls and th eir
new schools?

8. What Is the opt 1nun
11me fo r a p rin cip al
to atay In ona p ositio n?

S C -'E lgh t to ten years.

PE C -Ten y e a rs .

PSC—Five to eight years.
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C .2

THE TRANSFER EFFECTS:

1.a ) What are the

Superintendent

Elementary P rin cip a l

(D ivisio n C)
SC—P rin cip a l w ill grow by

P E C --D iY islo n al p rin c ip a ls are
expected to grow both

a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

reassessing g o a ls, e tc . end

tra n sfer on the personal
and p ro fessio n al orowth

w ill embark on a program of

p erson ally and

improvement.

p ro fe s s io n a lly .
have r is k .

of the p rin cip al?
(su p t. perception)
b) What are the a ctu al

S C --It happens to varying

e ffe c ts of p rin cip al

degrees.

tra n sfer on the personal
and p ro fe ssio n a l growth

upon the p rin cip al and the

of the p rin c ip a l?
2 .a) What are the

Secondary P rin cip a l

Growth depends

Good to

FEC--The challenge was big which
helped my ego. W illingness

SC—I t should increase i f

PEC—P o sitiv e e ffe c t due to an
increased c h a llen g e.

tra n sfer on the le v e l
jo b s a t is fa c t io n of the
p rin c ip a l?

i f areas of change axe

in a rut by remaining in the
same p o s itio n . Hard work
w ill increase s a t is fa c t io n .

(su p t. perception)

accomplished.

3 .a) What are the

id e n t ifie d . Increases over
time as expectations are

SC— Its, Job s a t is fa c t io n
Increases e sp e c ia lly a fte r
some time in the new
p o sitio n .

Kot

to the community.

SC—Expected to Increase i f

PEC--Supt. sees things that need

tra n sfe r on student

and are exposed to new

le a rn in g ,

learn in g in the school?
(su p t.p e rce p tio n )

methods or an emphasis
that w ill improve lea rn in g.

encouraging p ra c tic e s are
expected.

b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin c ip a l
tra n sfe r on student
learn in g in the school?

SC—Yes. i t happens as new
I n it ia tiv e s are s u c c e s sfu l.
Teachers become more
p o s itiv e .

PEC—Tes, i t happened as s t a ff
adopted new in i t i a t i v e s .
Feedback from s t a f f is
p o s it iv e .

teacher Job s a t is fa c t io n
in the school?

e ffe c ts of p rin c ip a l
tra n sfe r on teacher Job
s a t is fa c t io n in the

school?

PSC—Supt. hopes that learning
w ill be Increased.

fre s h ideas and

SC—I t w ill r is e with increased

PEC—E xp ectation is that s t a ff
w ill look fo r p o sitiv e s in
new i n i t i a t iv e s and w ill
expectatio ns, refo cu sin g , and
commitment.
f e e l better as they get
in volved .

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the a ctu al

Increase in job
s a t is fa c t io n .

at f l r a t .

changing in order to improve

p rin c ip a l tran sfer on

p rin cip a ls w ill have an

PSC—Yes. the challen ge was
there and I fe e l that I
was the rig h t person to
f i l l the jo b .
D i f f i c u lt

teachers reassess d elive ry

a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

PSC—Hope is that most

PEC—S a t is fa c t io n increased over
time an r e s u lts are seen in
b u ildin g s t a ff and re la tin g

a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

4 .a) What are the

caused growth.

recognized needs of the
sch oo l.

r e s p o n s ib ility Increases and

tra n sfer on the le v e l
of jo b s a t is fa c t io n of
the p rin c ip a l?

PSC—Tes. the tra n sfer has

fo r growth was the r e s u lt.

a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

b) What are the a ctu al
e ffe c ts of p rin c ip a l

PSC — Soroe growth expected.

PSC—I t depends upon the
in i t ia t iv e s undertaken by
the teachers. Some—yes;
oth ers—no.
PSC—Hope is that a new leader
w ill stim ulate the
entrenched tea ch ers. Some
change expected. New
p rin c ip a l w ill r e la te to
needs of the s t a f f .

SC—I fe e l that teacher Job
PEC—Might not happen i f change
s a t is fa c t io n does r is e as
is too rapid.
they become involved w ith the
new p rin c ip a l's i n i t i a t iv e s .

PSC—Tes, I have seen an
increase in the profession al
In te re s t displayed by most
tea ch ers.
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S .a ) What a rt the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
p rin c ip a l tran sfer on
community r e la tio n s ?
(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on community

Superintendent

SC—There should be an
acceptance by the community

Secondary P rin cip al

Elementary P rin cip al

PE C --It depends on e x istin g
clim a te . P o sitiv e e ffe c t

as the move is Intended to
be p rogressive. Confidence

PSC —Wants e ffe c t to be
p o sitiv e
Supt. does not

Is the general expectation

want to receive com plaints.

I f the match Is good.

is to be developed.
SC—Host cases i t is p o s itiv e .
D i ffi c u lt to t e l l i f there

PEC—Can be very p o sitiv e I f a

ls n ’ t any feedback.

re la tlo n s ?

PSC—Tes, i t was p o s itiv e but

change in the p rln clp a lsh lp

often feedback from

was necessary because of a
perceived mismatch with

community Is hard to ge t.

c h ild re n and programs.

6. a) What are the

SC—Increases the morale of

a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

p rin c ip a ls.

tra n sfer on the body
of d iv is io n p rin c ip a ls?

as desirab le fo r growth and
development. Valued as
employees of d iv is io n .

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on the body
of d iv isio n p rin c ip a ls?

PEC—P o sitiv e e ffe c t In that

View tran sfer

SC—Most see the p o s itiv e s —some
don t . Enthusiasm Is
e vid en t.

FSC—Supt. wants p rin cip als to

p rin cip a ls should see

see career development In
small steps In increasing
r e s p o n s ib ility . Want
best person In the jo b .

that movement Is desirable
— they are comfortable with
t r a n s fe r .
PEC—Transfer can create tension
as negatives tend to be
threatening to some. May

PSC—The p rin cip a ls group Is
cohesive in sp ite of the

cause d iss e n tlo n i f someone
never se le c te d fo r move.

tra n sfer process.

The

p rin cip a ls see that not
enough a tte n tio n has been
given to m erit.

.1

THE TRANSFER PROCESS:

1. Do you see the need for
a w ritten p o lic y for
p rin c ip a l tran sfer?

1. Does your d iv isio n

tra n sfer p rin cip a ls by a
'la r g e * r o ta tio n , sin g le
r eassignments , or a
combination of both?

(D iv isio n D)
SD— Depends. I t Is good to have
a statement favoring movement

statement is good enough.

PSD—No. motherhood statement is
good enough,

so that p rin cip als can expect
to move a fte r a period of
tim e.
SD--A combination is used.
Whenever a vacancy occurs,
we look at the range of
movement p ossib le .

>. What causes a ro ta tio n

SD—Retirements have caused

of p rln cip a lsh lp s to
to take place?

vacancies to occur.

1. Please describe each
step of the p rin cip al

PED—No. the e x is tin g motherhood

SD—A vacancy occurs In a
p rln c lp a ls h lp . An In te rn al

PED—A vacancy occurs.
P o sition s are advertised

PSD—A vacancy occurs. Vacant
positions are advertised

tra n sfer process,
a) I n it ia t io n :

b u lle tin advertises the
p o sitio n .

in t e r n a lly and sometimes
e x te r n a lly .

In te r n a lly and through the
paper.

b) Interview s:

A ll app licants are
interviewed and other

A short l i s t of applicants

S u p t.'s department develops
a short l i s t to be
Interview ed.

p rin cip als who could use a
move are asked to apply.

are Interview ed.
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c) Data c o lle c te d for
Id e n tifie d p o sitio n s:

Superintendent

Elementary P rin cip a l

Secondary P rin cip al

The needs of the p o sitio n and

Interview data and other

A s e le c tio n is made on the

the necessary adm inistrative
q u a litie s are compared to
the q u a litie s of those being

con sid eration s are taken
in to a cco u n t.

basis of these interview s.

A committee co n sistin g of the
su p t. . a teacher rep, a

An interview team of s u p t.,
teacher rep . parent rep, and

A committee of s u p t., 2
tru ste e s, a teacher rep, and

parent rep, and 2 board

tru stee rep f i l l the vacancy.

a parent rep select the best

considered for the p o s itio n .
d) Information processing
by committee:

members f i l l the vacancy
with the best candidate.
e) I n i t i a l transfer plan:

The s u p t.’ s department meets
to assign adm inistrators to
p ositio ns made vacant as a

candidate.

The s u p t., a ss is ta n t s u p t.,
and 2 deputy a ss is ta n ts

The s u p t.'s department makes
a tran sfer plan to f i l l any
other vacancies that a ris e .

re s u lt of the o rig in a l move.

develop a tra n sfer plan to
f i l l other vacancies that
may have been created.

f ) P r in c ip a l co n su ltatio n :

No co n su ltatio n before
school board approval.

Supt.. meets w ith those
p rin c ip a ls being moved.

No co n su ltatio n on plan
s p e c ific s .

g) School board approval:

The tra n sfer plan Is taken
to the school board for

Team fo r o r ig in a l vacancy
recommends candidate to the

with the e n tire school

d iscu ssio n ln-cam cra. The
school board approves the
plan at a public meeting.

school board fo r d iscu ssion
and approval. Transfer

board ln-eamera and those
names are voted on. Then

plan approved by the board.

they vote In p u b lic.

h) O f f i c i a l n o tific a tio n :

l ) S t a ff awareness:

j ) Community awareness:

k) O rie n ta tio n :

Selectio n s are discussed

The supt. phones or v is it s

Supt. n o tifie s a l l

P rin cip als are phoned that

a l l of the adm inistrators In
new p o s itio n s .

p rin c ip a ls being moved of
the board's d ecisio n the
next day.

night or the next day by the
su p t.

S ta ff meetings are c a lle d to

S ta ff meetings n o tify

S ta ff meetings are held to

inform s t a f f . *K ini-m inutes'
are d istrib u ted to a ll
employees w ithin a few days.

everyone of the moves.

t e l l the s t a f f . A b u lle tin
announcing the appointments
is put out as ’ mini
mi nut es ’ .

The new p rin cip als meet with

Su p t. s department n o tifie s

the parent committees In
th eir new sch o o ls.

the community.

Community is Informed by
the school.

New p rin cip als meet with

C o lla b o ra tio n between the
two p rin c ip a ls Is l e f t up to
the In d iv id u a ls concerned.

outgoing p rin cip als and
with th eir new s t a f f . The
supt. meets with the new
p rin cip a ls oyer s p e c ific s .

The two school p rin cip als
meet to plan the tra n s itio n .
The supt. meets to discuss
goals and o b je c tiv e s,
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S. What are the strengths

Superintendent

Elementary P rin cip al

SD--A ‘ new perspective* Is

PED --M oblllty is p o s itiv e .
Change is good fo r the

of the p rin cip al

gained.

It rejuvenates

tra n sfer process 0

in d iv id u a ls . It develops a
lo y a lty to the d iv is io n and

p rin c ip a l and the school.

Secondary Prin cip al

PSD--External ad v ertisin g is
good in order to get ‘ new
blood‘ .

to common g o a ls .

6. What concerns do you
have v lt h the present
tra n sfer process?

7. Were the tran sfers
su ccessfu l In producing
the nost d esirab le
matches between
p rin c ip a ls and th eir
new schools?

8. What Is the optimum

SD--The process can be too
p o l it ic a l as the needs of

PED--There Is a lack of

board members may not mesh
w ith those of the cen tral
o ffic e .

SD--Tes. for the most p art.

One

problem happened with the

P$D--Choice of p o sitio n Is not

c o n su lta tio n during the

n ece ssa rily given .

tra n sfer p ro cess. Is a
co n sisten t process being

p rin cip als may miss out due
to external appointments

Aspiring

follow ed? Rationale for
move given?

PED—Tes. the match fe e ls lik e
a p o s itiv e one.

movement of a p rin cip al

P SD --Ies, I was chosen as the
best candidate to replace
the former p r in c ip a l.

favored by the community. It
wasn't because of a mls-match
with the new p r in c ip a l.
SD—Five to s ix y e a rs.

PED--Elght years.

PSD—S ix to eight years.

PED--The new persp ective on the

PSD—Growth w ill re su lt by

time fo r a p rin cip al
to sta y In one p ositio n?
D.2

THE TRANSFER EFFECTS:

l .a ) What are the

(D iv is io n D)
SD—Growth Is expected as one

a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

Is exposed to a new s it u a t io n .

needs of the s t a f f forces

having a new persp ective.

tra n sfe r on the personal

A new rep ertoire of s k i l l s are

the p r in c ip a l to learn new

New challenges create growth.

and p ro fessio n al growth

developed.

ways of d ealin g with Issu e s.

of the p rin c ip a l?
(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actu al
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfe r on the personal

SD—Tea. ab so lu te ly growth takes
place as the p rin cip als
encounter new s itu a tio n s .

and p ro fe ssio n a l growth
of the p rin c ip a l?
2 .a) What are the
a n ticip a te d e ffe c ts of
tra n sfer on the le v e l
Job s a t is fa c t io n of the
p rin c ip a l?
(su p t. perception)
b) What are the a ctu al
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfer on the le v e l
of jo b s a t is fa c t io n of

the principal?

PED—Tea. growth happened as the
community was d iffe r e n t
and the school s emphasis
required more p ro fessio n al

PSD—Tes. a lo t of growth
occurred.

development.
SD—S a t is fa c t io n Increases
I n i t i a l l y o ften due to salary
In cre a se s. I t increases over

PED—E xp ectation Is that move
w ill be good and p rin c ip a l
w ill thus be s a t is fie d .

PSD—The supt. wants to keep the
p rin cip als motivated and
thus s a t is fie d .

time as p rin cip als develop
In th eir new p o s itio n s .

SD—Tes, s a t is fa c t io n increases
In nost ca se s. One case
where the In d ivid u al Is not
progressing Is a concern.

PED—S a t is fa c t io n In the job
came l a t e ; now fe e lin g
s a t is fie d as second year is
f nl s hi ng.

1

PSD—I n i t i a l stress gave way to
s a t is fa c t io n somewhere In
the second year.
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3.

a) What arc the
a n ticip ated e ffe c t* of

SD—Student learning w ill
Increase due to a greater

tra n sfer on student

emphasis on c u r n c u lu n .

learning In the ich o o l?
( s u p t. perception)

Expectations are raised .

b) What are the a ctu al

4.

Superintendent

SD—Supt. has f a it h that i t is

Elementary P rin cip a l

PED—Learning should be

Secondary Prin cip al

PSD--Learrung assumed to be

increased as the p rin cip al
is the in s tr u c tio n a l leader

enhanced.

artd is responsible for
d ir e c tio n and changes.

and thus Increase learn in g.

PED—New in i t i a t iv e s have

Prin cip al

motivated to get s t a ff going

PSD--Tes. learning was enhanced

e ffe c t* of p rin c ip a l

happening; I t is hard to

improved student learn in g.

as the number of grade

tra n sfer on student
learning in the school?

a ss e s s .

S ta ff has increased their

repeaters has lessened over
tim e.

a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

m otivation to a ce r ta in
d egree.
S D --It depends upon the
in d iv id u al but i t should be

p rin c ip a l tran sfer on

improved.

teacher Job s a t is fa c t io n
in the school?
(su p t. perception)

greater s a t is fa c t io n .

b) What are the a ctu a l

P o te n tial for

SD— I t can be assumed that

e ffe c ts of p rin c ip a l

s a t is fa c t io n at le a st remains

tra n sfer on teacher Job

the sane as before because
no complaints are heard. A

s a t is fa c t io n in the
school?

PED--Expectatlon is that i t w ill
be a p o s itiv e e ffe c t on the
s ta ff.

PSD--Expectation that
s a t is fa c t io n w ill increase
over time as teachers are
motivated to try new id e a s .

PED—In in d iv id u a l cases i t was
p o s itiv e . Some problems

PSD— Hope s a t is fa c t io n increased
as teachers work with new

remain and may only be
corrected with th eir removal.

in i t i a t iv e s . F a c ilit a t in g
and honest relatio n sh ip
necessary.

large exodus has not
taken p lace.

S .a ) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
p rin c ip a l tra n sfer on
community r e la tio n s ?
(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actu al
e ffe c ts of p rin cip a l
tra n sfer on community
r e la tio n s ?

6^a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
tra n sfer on the body

SD—The community should see the
p o sitiv es in the move, both
fo r the p rin c ip a l and the
sch o o l.

S D --In general, a good response
comes from the community
e s p e c ia lly a fte r time I f

PSD—Increased community

PED—This community ha* been an
accepting one. No negative
feedback has been received .

PSD—A lo t of public relatio n s
is necessary to show

SD—Infuses l i f e Into the
PED—Improved morale expected,
p rin c ip a ls' group. Encourages
Transfer can be a p o sitiv e
movement.

Expectations fo r

growth should re s u lt in

(su p t. perception)

better acceptance of m o b ility .

s a t is fa c t io n expected as
education fo r their child ren
is Improved.

community that learning is
enhanced.

the beginning is uneasy.

of d iv isio n p rin c ip a ls?

b) What are the a ctu a l
e ffe c ts of p rin cip a l
tra n sfer on the body
of d iv isio n p r in c ip a ls ’

PED—A p o sitiv e e ffe c t on the
community is expected as
new perspectives are
gained.

form of m o b ility ,

PSD—P o sitive as I t allows for
new ch a llen g es. Career
progression can improve
m otivation.

SD—Tes. i t happens. More
PED—D idn't have intended e ffe c t PSD—P rin cip a l* are more
p rin cip als are asking about
because procedure was
cohesive as they move on
the next tra n sfer p o s s ib ilit y .
questioned as to co rrectn ess.
common ground. New ideas
are being used by
tran sferred p r in c ip a ls.
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£.1

IH I TRANSFER PROCESS:

1. Do you se* the need fox
a w ritten p o licy fox
p rin c ip a l txansfex?

2. Doei your d iv isio n
tra n sfer p rin c ip a l! by a
'la rg e * ro ta tio n , s in g le
r e a s ilg n n e n ti. or a

Superintendent

Elementary P rin cip a l

Secondary Prin cip al

(D iv isio n E)
SE--No. i f i t requires tran sfer
PEE--No. It Is s u ffic ie n t to
have the present process
a fte r a period of tim e. Tes,
i f I t is a w ritten set of
procedures to fo llo w .

PSE--No. fa irn ess is present In
set of e x istin g procedures.

w ritten as a set of
procedures.

S E --H ostly , a combination Is
used as o rig in a l vacancies
create opportunity fo r larger
s ca le t r a n s fe r .

combination of both?
3. What causes a ro ta tio n
of p n n c lp a ls h lp s to

SE--R etirem ents.

to take place?

4. Please describe each
step of the p rin cip al

SE—A vacancy occurs. Vacant
p ositions are ad v ertised .

tra n sfe r process,
a) I n it ia t io n :

b) Interview s:

Applicants are Interview ed.
Other q u a lifie d p rin cip als
may be considered for

PEE--A vacancy occurs.
Advertisements fo r open

PSE--Process u su a lly begins
w ith a vacancy in a larger

p osition s l i s t requirements.

category sch oo l.
is advertised.

Applicants tr y to make a
short l i s t which is then

P rin cip a ls u su a lly have
meetings during the year
with one of the sup t.s in

interview ed.

P o sition

order to discuss careers,

tra n sfer ( s o lic it e d ) .

future p o sitio n p r io r itie s ?
c) Data co lle c te d fo r
Id e n tifie d p o sitio n s:

d) Inform ation processing
by committee:

e) I n i t i a l tra n sfer plan:

School needs assessments are
developed by elementary

Needs assessments and
q u a lific a tio n s of candidates

Supts. gather inform ation

and/or secondary supt.

are analyzed.

needs of the schools.

Supt. . elementary s u p t.. and
secondary sup t. match the
p ositio ns to the most
q u a lifie d in d iv id u a l.

Supt. department, a teacher
rep , parent rep s, and
tru stees may a l l be a part

The three su p ts. match the

I f there Is not enough time
to go through the Interview
process w ill a l l positions

The Interview team p rlo rlze

No co n su ltatio n other than
asking for p references.

the p rin cip al q u a lific a tio n s
to the school vacancy.

of the in terview in g team.

th eir choices with a ratin g
system.

then a tran sfer plan Is
developed to f i l l remainder.
f ) P rin c ip a l co n su ltatio n :

on the candidates and the

The 3 sup ts. p r io r it iz e th e li
choices to f i l l the vacancy
and have a plan to f i l l
the resu ltin g vacancies If
time is lim ite d .

No co n su ltatio n on plan.

The supt. w ill n o tify
the p rin cip al that he w ill
move (c o n fid e n tia l) .
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g) School board approval:

h) O f f ic i a l n o tific a tio n :

Superintendent

Secondary Prin cip al

Su p t. recommendations are

Recommendations are

presented to the school

presented to the school

to the school board fc r

board for d iscu ssio n and Yota
in-camera and th eir approval
at a public meeting.

board by the s u p t. where
they are approved/rejected.

approval or r e je c tio n .
School board votes In public
on approved candidates.

Elementary and secondary

Supt. department phones the
candidates that evening.

superintendents phone a l l
candidates on the short l i s t
that evening. A le t te r from
the supt. goes to successful
candidates the next day.
l ) S t a ff awareness:

Elementary P rin cip a l

S ta ff meetings are held to
announce departures and
incoming p rin c ip a ls .

The supt. takes the names

Public vote follow s approval

Supt. department n o tlfys
p rin cip als being transferred
that evening.

S ta ff members can be told
in d iv id u a lly or a meeting

S ta ff meetings are ca lled
in those schools where

can be h eld .

p rin cip als are lea vin g .

Summary

minutes are sent to schools.
Weekly b u lle tin also
contains Inform ation.
Community awareness:

k) O rientatio n:

L e ft up to Individual
s ch o o ls.

Schools Inform parents.

Parents receive Inform ation.

Expectations discussed with

Meeting set up w ith former

Former p rin c ip a l Is

elementary and secondary
su p ts. Cooperative planning

p rin c ip a l to discuss needs,

responsible fo r making sure
that the school Is
estab lish ed fo r the f a l l .

may take place i f time
p erm its.
5. What ara the strengths
of the p rincip al
tra n sfe r process?

SE- - 11 brings out the people
w ith the I n it ia t i v e for new
ch a lle n g e s. The matching
process Is good.

6. What concerns do you
hay# w ith the present
tra n sfer process?

problems, and the l i k e .
Community d iscu ssed .

Planning together p ossib le .
PEE —Legitim izes moves.

Attempt

to match needs of the
sch oo l. Merit In fo llo w in g
an honest procedure.

PSE—A lle v ia te s problems with
the community.
good.

Change Is

SE—Some entrenched p rin cip als
PEE—Suspicions raised I f done
PSE —Some p rin cip a ls are l e f t In
do not move when they should.
q u ic k ly . Sup t. should have
th e ir schools too long.
Process can be time consuming
a larger say--to© p o l it ic a l?
Conversely, not enough time
Career planning not Included.
before being moved can
Is there a stigma i f you
Can be too p o l i t i c a l . Too
cause a negative rea ctio n .
are co n stan tly applying for
much emphasis on Interviews
tra n sfe r?
and not enough on m erit.

7. Were the transfers
s u ccessfu l In producing
the most d esirable
matches between

SE—In most cases they were. No
feedback because of lack of
d etaile d eva lu a tio n .

p rin c ip a ls and th eir
new schools?

8. What Is the optlmun
t in * fo r a p rin cip al
to «tay in ona p ositio n?

PEE—The match was su ccessfu l
In that I had d ea lt with
many of the needs before but
th is time I had fewer

PSE—Tea, i t strengthened both
of us (p rin cip a l and
s ch o o l). The matching of
philosophies was su c c e s sfu l.

resources to work w ith.

SE—Five to s ix ye a rs.

PEE—Fivsr to seven years.

PSE—Five to seven years.
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Questions Asked

E.2

THE TRAKSFER EFFECTS;

l .a ) Whfit are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
tra n sfer on the personal
and professional growth
of the p rin cip al?

Superintendent

o n t in u e d .

Elementary P rin cip a l

Secondary P rin cip al

(D iv isio n E)
SE--Growth as re su lt of work
with a new s it u a t io n . A
fre s h s t a r t .

PEE--Expects ongoing growth.
Use s k i ll s to do d iffe r e n t
th in g s .

PSE--Growth in the chance to
see and work with another
sch oo l.

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfe r on the personal
and professional growth

SE--Most have a p o s itiv e

because some things needed

Scree take old ideas with
then.

to be handled d iffe r e n t ly

of the p rin cip al?
2 .a) What are the

PEE--Dld not grew as expected

experience w ith in i t i a t i v e s .

P S E --Ie s. I think that I have'
grown along with the s t a f f .

In order to have more time
to develop.

S E --It should have a p o sitiv e

PEE--Expects the p rin c ip a l to

a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

e ffe c t as they In it ia te d

assess the s itu a tio n and

tra n sfer on the le v e l

the nove.

have the opportunity for a
new s t a r t . This w ill raise
s a t is fa c t io n l e v e l s .

J cb s a t is fa c t io n cf the
p rin c ip a l?

PSE--Expectatien that pressure
w ill be relie ve d by haying
a tra n sfe r .

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfe r on the le v e l
of Job s a t is fa c t io n of
the p rin cip al?
3 .a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
tra n sfe r on student
learn in g In the school?

S E --F a lrly p o sitiv e although not
as p o s itiv e when they have
been placed there by the
sup t. on his p erogatlve.

PEE - -At le a st a year needed to
r e a liz e increased
s a t is fa c t io n .

PSE--Questlonable i f th is
happened or n ot. In my case
I t relieved the fr u s tr a tio n
of being at the same school.
Comfortable Immediately.

SE--Expect a refo cusing of s t a f f

PEE--Hew v i t a l i t y and energy

PSE-*Expectatlon is that the new

on learning oulcones and
learning Is Increased as a

w ill challen ge s t a f f to try
new ideas and th is w ill

p rin cip al w ill shake up the
s t a f f and the movement w ill

r e s u lt.

Improve le a rn in g .

Improve lea rn in g .

(su p t.p e rce p tion )
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfe r on student
learn in g In the school?
4 .a) What are the
a n ticip a te d e ffe c ts of
p rin c ip a l tran sfer on
teacher Job s a t is fa c t io n
in the school?

SE--Most cases I t Is p o s itiv e .
Depends, i f need fo r change
Is accepted and new learning
s itu a tio n s are developed.

PEE—l a s . th is has happened as
there Is more c o lla b o ra tio n
on new curriculum . More
supports have been gained.

PSE—I f extra things are being
done then there Is the
greater p o s s ib ilit y that
learning Is being Improved.

SE--Expect I t to be inproved
over the long run as the

PEE--Teacher s a t is fa c t io n w ill
Improve in the long run as

PSE--Expactatlons are that I t
w ill be improved as teachers

school experiences growth.

teachers meet the

work with new ways of doing

p r in c ip a l's expectations

th in g s .

and v is io n .

(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rin cip al
tra n sfe r on teacher job
s a t is fa c t io n in the

school?

SE--Depends upon the p rin c ip a l
who was in the p o s itio n
I n i t i a l l y . A nxiety can
be the re su lt at f i r s t .

PEE--By the th ird ye a r, s t a ff
becomes Involved In new
In itia tiv e s .

PSE --P ositlves have been
rea lize d as evidenced by
s t a ff comments and
involvem ent.
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5.

a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of
p rin c ip a l transfer on
community relatio n s?
(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual
e ffe c ts of p rincip al
tra n sfer on community
r e la tio n s ?

6.

a) What are the
a n ticip ated e ffe c ts of

Superintendent

SE--Community should be p o sitiv e
at change wa« made to meet
their needs with a good
educational program at the
g o a l.

e ffe c ts of p rincip al
tra n sfe r on the body
of d iv is io n p rin cip als?

PEE--Problems need to be
a lle v ia te d I f a p rin cip al
is to be e ffe c t i v e . Public
relatio n s to be used to
demonstrate Involvement.

SE--Most caaet i t i t p o s itiv e .
PEE--0ur public re la tio n s image
Depends upon the re la tio n s of
has Improved. Volunteers
p rin cip a l and parent
Important. C a ll i f there
c o u n c ils .

SE—I t Improves morale. Movement
Is encouraged.

tra n sfer on the body
of d iv is io n p rin cip als?
(su p t. perception)
b) What are the actual

Elementary P rin cip a l

opportunity to apply a fte r
a period of time in one jo b .

PSE--Expectatlon that the
community should be exposed
to the a c t iv it ie s of the
sch o o l.

PSE--Strong group of volunteers.
Increased amount of student
a c t lv lt le s - - h lg h ly v is ib le .

Is a problem.

PEE--Accept and le g itim iz e a
move that Is p o s itiv e .
Group to be more f l e x i b l e .

S E --M c b lllty has been encouraged
as p rin cip a ls take the

Secondary P rin cip al

P E E --It Is g e ttin g th e re .
Is more acceptance of
la t e r a l moves now.

There

PSE--Create opportunities for
a better match between
schools and p rin c ip a ls.
Stagnation not acceptable.

PSE--The group does not respond
to m obility because a time
span fo r movement is not
s ta te d .

Transfers are not

fo r group’ s b en e fit but
are s itu a tio n s p e c ific .

REFERENCES
Aquila, Frank D. 1988. The systematic rotation of principals:
Administrative panacea or musical chairs? The Clearing House 61
(January): 236-38.
Austin, David B., and Harry L. Brown. 1970. Report of the assistant
prlncipalship.__ Volume 3.__ The study of the secondary school
principalship. Washington, DC: National Association of Secondary
School Principals. ERIC, ED 053 449.
Baltzell, D. Catherine, and Robert A. Dentler.
1983. Selecting
American school principals: A sourcebook for educators.
Washington, DC: United States Government Printing Office.
Banting, David R. 1986. Teacher transfer: An investigation into the
reasons why teachers transfer, the negotiations of the transfer
process and the outcomes of transfers. M.Ed. thesis, University of
Manitoba.
Bardwick, Judith M.

1986.

The plateauing trap.

New York: AMACOM.

Bare, Alan C. 1979. Career development of post-secondary
administrators. Paper presented at the Annual Forum of the
Association for Institutional Research, San Diego, CA, 13-17 May.
ERIC, ED 174 082.
Bates, Richard J. 1987. Corporate culture, schooling, and educational
administration. Educational Administration Quarterly 23
(November): 79-115.
Berger, Michael A. 1984. Predicting succession under conditions of
enrollment decline. Educational Administration Quarterly 20
(Spring): 93-107.
Bossert, Steven T., David C. Dwyer, Brian Rowan, and Ginny V. Lee.
1982. The instructional management role of the principal.
Educational Administration Quarterly 18 (Summer): 34-45.
Brown, M. Craig. 1982. Administrative succession and organizational
performance: The succession effect. Administrative Science
Quarterly 27 (March): 1-16.
Carlson, Richard 0. 1961. Succession and performance among school
superintendents. Administrative Science Quarterly 6 (September):
210-27.
________ . 1979. Orderly career opportunities. Eugene, OR: University
of Oregon, Center for Educational Policy and Management.
Cosgrove, Dorothy. 1986. The effects of principal succession on
elementary schools. Ed.D. diss., University of Utah.
176

177

Covel, Janice. 1979. School administration careers. Paper presented
at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, San Francisco, CA, 8-12 April. ERIC, ED 170 869.
Crow, Gary M.

1987.

Career mobility of elementary school principals
The Urban Review 19, no. 3:

and conflict with the central office.

139-50.
Crowson, Robert L., and Van Cleve Morris. 1985. Administrative control
in large-city school systems: An investigation in Chicago.
Educational Administration Quarterly 21 (Fall): 51-70.
Dalton, Dan R., and William D. Todor. 1987. The attenuating effects of
internal mobility on employee turnover: Multiple field assessments.
Journal of Management 13 (Winter): 705-11.
Dawson, Christopher M. 1983. Will career plateauing become a bigger
problem? Personnel Journal 62 (January): 78-81.
Doud, James L. 1989. A ten-year study: The K~S principal in 1988.
Alexandria, VA: National Association of Elementary School
Principals.
Edstrom, Anders, and Jay R. Galbraith. 1977. Transfer of managers as a
coordination and control strategy in multinational organizations.
Administrative Science Quarterly 22 (June): 248-63.
Elmore, Richard F. 1980. Complexity and control: What legislators, .and
administrators can do about implementing public policy. University
of Washington: Institute of Governmental Research.
Fauske, Janice R., and Rodney T. Ogawa. 1985. How a faculty made sense
of the impending succession of its principal. Paper presented at
the Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research
Association, New Orleans, LA, 23-27 April. ERIC, ED 263 693.
________ .

1987.

Detatchment, fear, and expectation: A faculty's

response to the impending succession of its principal.
Administration Quarterly 23 (May): 23-44.

Educational

Finch, Janet. 1986. Research and policy;; The uses of qualitative
methods in social and educational research. London: Falmer Press.
Firestone, William A. and H. Dickson Corbett.
1988. Planned
organizational change. In Handbook of research on educational
administration, ed. Norman J. Boyan, 321-40. White Plains, NY:
Longman.
Friedman, Samuel D. 1986a.
(Summer): 187-90.

Prologue.

Human Resource Management 25

178

________ . 1986b. Succession systems in large corporations:
Characteristics and correlates of performance. Human Resource
Management 25 (Summer): 191-213.
Gaertner, Karen N. 1978-79. The structure of careers in public school
administration. Administrator's Notebook 27, no. 6: 1-4.
________ . 1981. Administrative careers in public school organizations
in Educational policy and management: Sex differentials, eds.
Patricia A. Schmuck, W. w. Charters, Jr., and Richard 0. Carlson,
199-217. New York: Academic Press.
Gamson, William A., and Norman A. Scotch. 1964. Scapegoating in
baseball. American Journal of Sociology 70 (July): 69-72.
Gephart, Robert P. 1978. Status degradation and organization
succession. Administrative Science Quarterly 23 (December): 55381.
Goodlad, John I.

1984.

A place called school.

New York: McGraw-Hill.

Gordon, Gil E., and Ned Rosen. 1981. Critical factors in leadership
succession. Organizational Behavior .and.human Performance 27
(April): 227-54.
Gouldner, Alvin W. 1954.
York: Free Press.
________ • 1962.
54-56.

Comment.

Patterns of industrial bureaucracy.

New

The American Journal of Sociology 68 (July)

Grusky, Oscar. 1960. Administrative succession in formal
organizations. Social Forces 39 (December): 105-15.
________ . 1961.
succession.
69.

Corporate size, bureaucratization, and managerial
The American Journal of Sociology 67 (November): 263-

________ . 1963. Managerial succession and organizational
effectiveness. The American Journal of Sociology 69 (July): 21-31
________ . 1966. Career mobility and organizational commitment.
Administrative Science Quarterly 10 (March): 488-503.
Guest, Robert H. 1962. Managerial succession in complex organizations
The American Journal of Sociology 68 (July): 47-54.
Gunn, James A., and Edward A. Holdaway. 1986. Perceptions of
effectiveness, influence, and satisfaction of senior high school
principals. Educational Administration Quarterly 22 (Spring): 4662.

179

Gupta, Anil K. 1986. Matching managers to strategies: Point and
counterpoint. Human Resource Management 25 (Summer): 215-34.
Hall, Douglas T. 1984. Human resource development and organizational
effectiveness.
In Strategic human resource management, eds.
Charles J. Fombrun, Noel M. Tichy, and Mary Anne Devanna, 159-81.
New York: John Wiley & Sons.
________ . 1986a. Dilemmas in linking succession planning to individual
executive learning. Human Resource Management 25 (Summer): 235-65.
________ . 1986b. Breaking career routines: Midcareer choice and
identity development. In Career development in organizations. ed.
Douglas T. Hall and Associates, 120-59. San Francisco: JosseyBass.
Hannay, Lynne M., and Nancy Chism. 1985. Involuntary teacher transfer:
An intervention strategy for professional development. Newcastle,
ON: Newcastle Kent Board of Education. ERIC, ED 262 470.
Hart, Ann W. 1987. Leadership succession: Reflections of a new
principal. Journal of Research and Development in Education 20
(Summer): 2-11.
Hoy, Wayne K., and Fred Aho. 1973. Patterns of succession of high
school principals and organizational change. Planning and Changing
4 (Summer): 82-88.
Hoy, Wayne K., and Harold J. Ganz. 1977. Patterns of succession of
elementary principals and organizational change. Planning and
Changing 8 (Summer-Fall): 185-190.
Hoy, Wayne K., and Cecil G. Miskel. 1987. Educational administration:
Theory, research, and practice. 3d ed. New York: Random House.
Huling-Austin, Leslie, Suzanne Stiegelbauer, and Deborah Muscella.
1985. High school principals: Their role in guiding change. Paper
presented at the Annual Meeting of the American Educational
Research Association, Chicago, IL, 31 March-4 April. ERIC, ED 271
804.
Kirschenbaum, Alan B., and Albert I. Goldberg. 1976. Organizational
behavior, career orientations, and the propensity to move among
professionals. Sociology of Work and Occupations 3 (August): 357372.
Knezevich, Steven j. 1984. Administration of public education: A
sourcebook for the leadership and management., of ..educational
institutions. 4th ed. New York: Harper and Row.
Knedlik, Stanley M. 1968. The effect of administrative succession
pattern upon educational innovation in selected secondary schools.
Ed.D. diss., New York University.

180

Kraft, Leonard E. 1967. The rotating principalship.
Hoiise. 41 (April): 462-64

The Clearing

Kriesberg, Louis. 1962. Careers, organization size, and succession.
The American Journal of Sociology 68 (November): 355-59.
Leach, John.
1980. The notion and nature of careers. In Current
issues in personnel management. eds. Kendrith M. Rowland, Manuel
London, Gerald R. Ferris, and Jay L. Sherman, 321-329. Boston:
Allyn and Bacon.
Lieberson, Stanley, and James F. O'Connor. 1972. Leadership and
organizational performance: A study of large corporations.
American Sociological Review 37 (April): 117-130.
Lindsey, James F. 1979. The principal scramble: Any district can play.
Thrust for Educational Leadership 9 (October): 29-30.
Lortie, Dan C. 1975. Schoolteacher: A sociological study.
University of Chicago Press.

Chicago:

Lortz, Karen M. 1985. An analysis of the rotation of elementary
principals in Iowa. Ph.D. diss., University of Iowa.
March, James G. 1978. American public school administration: A short
analysis. School Review 86 (February): 217-50.
Mathis, B. Claude.
1979. Academic careers: Patterns and possibilities.
Paper presented as part of the symposium "Faculty career
development. Current issues in higher education no. 2" at the
Annual Meeting of the American Association for Higher Education,
Washington, DC, n.d. March. ERIC, ED 193 998.
McCleary, Lloyd, Thomas C. Brown, and Larrie Gale. 1975. Assessing
competency needs in administration. Paper presented at the meeting
of the NCPEA Interest Group on Competency-Based Education for
Administration, Bozeman, MT, 22 August. ERIC, ED 112 488.
Miklos, Erwin. 1988. Administrator selection, career patterns,
succession, and socialization.
In Handbook of research on
N Y : Longman.
Miskel, Cecil, and Dorothy Cosgrove. 1985. Leader succession in school
settings. Review of Educational Research 55 (Spring): 87-105.
National Association of Secondary School Principals. 1979.
Administxative assignment and transfer.__ Policies reflecting due
process: Promotions, new positions, transfers., and, demotions.
Reston, VA: NASSP.
National School Boards Association. 1978. Why some boards tell their
principals to switch schools every five years. Updating School
Board Policies 9 (February): 1-3.

181

Nation's Schools. 1963. See School principals should stay put:
Administrators balk at "rotation."
Ogawa, Rodney, and Judith F,. Smith. 1985. How a faculty made sense of
the succession of its principal. Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Chicago,
IL, 31 March-4 April. ERIC, ED 263 662.
Peterson, Kent D. 1984. Mechanisms of administrative control over
managers in educational organizations. Administrative Science
Quarterly 29 (December): 573-79.
Peterson, Kent D., Joseph Murphy, and Philip Hallinger.
1987.
Superintendents' perceptions of the control and coordination of the
technical core in effective school districts. Educational
Administration Quarterly 23 (February): 79-95.
Pfeffer, Jeffrey. 1977. The ambiguity of leadership.
Management Review 2 (January): 104-112.

Academy of

Pitner, Nancy J. 1988. The study of administrator effects and
effectiveness. In Handhook of research on educational
administration, ed. Norman J. Boyan, 99-112. Whiteplains, NY:
Longman.
Porter, Ann W. S. 1986. School climate and teachers' perceptions of
principals' uses of power strategies. Ed.D. diss., University of
North Dakota.
Reed, Donald B., and Mary A. Paznokas. 1983. Teacher transfer and nob
satisfaction: An exploratory study. Paper presented at the Annual
Meeting of the American Educational Research Association, Montreal,
PQ, 11-15 April. ERIC, ED 233 436.
Reynolds, James A., and Larry J. Reynolds. 1967. Innovation related to
the tenure, succession pattern and reference group orientation of
the principal. Final report. Central Midwestern Regional
Education Lab, St. Ann, MO. ERIC, ED 085 895.
Ricketts, Kenneth E. 1979. Transferring principals while keeping the
peace. Thrust for Educational Leadership 9 (October): 30-31.
Rowan, Brian, and Charles E. Denk. 1984. Management succession, school
socioeconomic context, and basic skills achievement. American
Educational Research Journal 21 (Fall): 517-37.
Rutherford, William L., and Sheila C. Murphy.
1985. Change in high
schools: Roles and reactions of teachers. Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
Chicago, IL, 31 March-4 April. ERIC, ED 271 804.

182

Sagaria, Mary Ann D. 1982. The mobile staff: Concepts and determinants
of academic administrator job change. Paper presented at the
Annual Meeting of the American Educational Research Association,
New York, NY, March. ERIC, ED 217 800.
Sarason, Seymour B. 1982. The culture of the school and, the problem of
change. 2d ed. Boston: Allyn and Bacon.
School principals should stay put: Administrators balk at "rotation."
1963. Nation's Schools 71 (May): 85.
Smircich, Linda. 1983. Concepts of culture and organizational
analysis. Administrative Science Quarterly 28 (September): 339-58.
Stemnock, Suzanne K. 1973. Systematic rotation of principals among
schools. Educational Research Service, Washington, DC. ERIC, ED
084 647.
Thiemann, Francis C. 1967. Selected bibliography on succession in
complex organizations. ERIC Clearinghouse on Education
Administration, Eugene, OR. ERIC, ED 017 062.
Watts, O. B. 1986. The secondary school principalship: The tasks and
the constraints. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of the
Canadian Society for the Study of Education, Winnipeg, MB, 1-4
June. ERIC, ED 277 094.
Webb, L. Dean, John T. Greer, Paul A. Montello, and M. Scott Norton.
1987. Personnel Administration in Education Columbus, OH: Merrill
Publishing.
Weick, Karl E. 1976. Educational organizations as loosely coupled
systems. Administrative Science Quarterly 21 (March): 1-19.
________ - 1982. Administering education in loosely coupled schools.
Phi Delta Kappan 63 (June): 673-76.

